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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Bowzn Rowtanps, Q.C., has been appointed a judge of 
county courts on the resignation of his Honour Judge 
Lusurineton, and has been transferred to Circuit No. 7, which 
includes the important districts of Birkenhead and Warrington. 





WE print elsewhere an order for the transfer of five actions 
from Mr. Justice Kexewicu, ten actions from Mr. Justice 
Cozzns- Harpy, and five actions from Mr. Justice Farwz.t to 
Mr. Justice Joycz for the purpose only of hearing or of trial. 





Tue peciston of the Lord Chief Justice and Kuynepy, J., in 
Broadbent v. Shepherd is noticeable as the first express decision 
that a mere collector of rents may be made liable as “‘ owner” 
under the Public Health Act, 1875, to abate a nuisance 
existing upon ———_ in which he has no beneficial interest 
whatsoever. The respondent was served with notice, under 
section 94 of the Act in question, requiring him to abate a 
nuisance On certain premises, and upon his failure to do so 
application was made to justices for an order requiri 

him to comply with the notice. The justices declin 

to make the order, on the ground that the respondent 
merely collected the rents of the property on behalf of 
the true owner. Section 94 enables the notice to be served 
on the “owner,” and that word is defined by section 4 
to mean (“if not inconsistent with the context”) “the 
person for the time being reveiving the rack-rent . . . 
whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for any other 


person.” The justices a to have thought that it would be 
inconsistent with the pote vipa give the me 

in section 94, 
Although the question does not appear to have arisen before in 


this wide meaning 
The Divisional Court reversed this decision. 
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connection with proceedings under the Public Health Act, 
there are two reported cases where a similar meaning was 
given to the word “‘owner” in proceedings under local Acts 
containing a similar definition. In Mayor of St. Helens v. 
Kirkham (34 W. R. 440) an agent was held liable to pay a sum 
assessed for paving expenses upon premises of which he merely 
collected the rents, and that whether he had moneys of his 

rincipal in his hands or not; and Zottenham Local Board v. 
Vidlionsen (62 L. J. Q. B. 322) was a similar decision as to a 
second mortgagee in possession who collected the rents, although 
the rents were not more than sufficient for paying the outgoings 
and the interest on the first mortgage. These decisions are of 
serious importance to agents for house property. 





Tue Oovrt or Appzar (A. L. Surra, M.R., Cottis and 
Srretine, L.JJ.) has reversed Mr. Justice Farwziu’s vacation 
decision as to the liability of trade unions to be sued. In that 
decision it was admitted that a trade union, being neither a 
corporation nor a partnership, is not liable to be sued under the 
general law, and also that no such liability is expressly imposed 
upon it by the Trade Union Acts, 1871 and 1876; but it was 
said that the Legislature had gone so far in recognizing 
the rights and capacities of such associations that it was a 
necessary inference that they were intended to be made liable 
to be sued. Since trade unions have a capacity for owning 
property and for acting by agents, such capacity, said 
FarwEtt, J., “‘in the absence of express enactment to the con- 
trary, involves the necessary correlative of liability to the extent 
of such property for the acts and defaults of such agents” ; and 
for the purpose of enforcing such liability it can be sued in its 

istered name. The answer to this reasoning—an answer 
which the Court of Appeal naturally adopted—is that liability 
to be sued is not a liability which should be created by 
implication. On the contrary, when the Legislature defined 
the capacities of trade unions in relation to specific matters, 
but stopped short of turning them into corporations or of 
authorizing actions to be brought against them in their 
registered names, the proper inference is that their capacities 
are to be limited by what is expressly stated. This result is 
emphasized by the circumstance, pointed out by the Court of 
Appeal, that in dealing with other associations, to which the 
liability to be sued was intended to be attached, the Legislature 
has avoided all doubt by directing that they shall be 
bodies corporate. In the case of industrial societies the 
Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, not only does 
this, but expressly enacts (section 21) that the society may sue 
and be sued by its registered name. In the case of trade unions 
quite a different method is adopted. The union is not incorpor- 
ated, and ali its property is vested in trustees, and it is the 
trustees who, by section 9 of the Act of 1871, are authorized to 
ae defend actions relating to the property. This provision 
Ww hardly have been inserted had it been intended that the 
union should be capable of suing or being sued in its registered 
name. Whether a union ought to be so capable, and whether 
it ought to be liable to the extent of its funds for the wrongs 
committed by its agents acting under its authority, is a different 
question, and one which may well be answered in the affirma- 
tive, but it is for the Legislature to give the answer and not the 
courts. 





THERE can be no doubt as to the impropriety of the practice 
which both the Discipline Committee and the Divisional Court 
(Lord Atverstonz, 0.J., and Kznnzpy, J.) have condemned 
in Re Four Solicitors (re elsewhere). A firm of solicitors 
consisted of A., admitted in 1859, and his two sons, B. and C., 
admitted respectively in 1890 and 1893. In the conduct of 
administration actions the firm found it necessary, as is 
frequently the case, to have certain parties represented by 
independent solicitors, and D. was one of the solicitors to whom 
for this purpose they introduced business. D. shared his profit 
costs with the firm. The Discipline Committee reported 
that A. B. C. and D. had been guilty of professional 
misconduct, and this — was brought in the usual 
way before the court. he committee also stated that no 








proof had been adduced before them that the practice in 
question was, as the respondents asserted, a common practice, 
and in the belief of the committee the assertion was untrue. 
However this may be, the case was the first of the kind 
which had been raised, and it clearly did not call for severe 
treatment. The system of profit-sharing, where business is 
introduced by one person to another, isso common that it is easy 
to see how it was adopted in the present case without anyclear idea 
of the special circumstances which made it improper. But when 
different parties to an action are represented by separate solicitors 
itis part of the duty of each solicitor to check the costs incurred by 
the others, and if the costs are treated as a common fund the 
probability that this duty will be effectively discharged is very 
much lessened. It is the familiar case of a man putting himself 
in a position in which his duty conflicts with his interest. It 

may well be that the duty will be adequately discharged, but 
there is the temptation to neglect it. In the present case it was 
not proved that the temptation had been in fact yielded to or 
that any pecuniary mischief had resulted to the client, and the 
court, we think, might well have taken a more lenient view even 
than they did. In the result A. and D. were suspended from 
practice for three months, and all four solicitors were ordered to 
pay the costs of the Incorporated Law Society. In future it will 
have to be distinctly understood that any such practice is 
improper and that it is likely to be visited with substantial 
punishment. 





In view of the approaching election of the London School 
Board, a question has been raised as to the eligibility of women 
to serve as members of a school board. It is remarkable that 
the question has not been raised before, or at least that it has 
not been brought to the test of a judicial decision. That women 
frequently are elected to a school board is common knowledge : 
that they are legally incapable of being so elected seems equally 
clear when the law on the subject is considered. The Elementary 
Education Act, 1870, under which school boards were con- 
stituted, is absolutely silent on the subject; nor is there any 
other statute which confers upon women the right to become 
a member of these bodies. Having regard to the decisions 
and the legislation dealing with the eligibility of women for 
membership of other local bodies, this silence of the Legislature 
is conclusive. The foundation of the decisions in Hope v. 
Sandhurst (37 W.R. 548) and De Souza v. Cobden (39 W. R. 
454), that a woman is ineligible for the office of county councillor, 
and is liable (if she votes in that capacity after having been 
formally elected) to pay the penalties imposed by statute 
upon an unqualified person who sits and votes, was that 
by common law a woman is not entitled to exercise any 
public function, and that to entitle her to do so, an express 
enactment is required. As already pointed out, no such 
enactment occurs in the legislation relating to school boards. 
Further, when Parliament desired to make women eligible to 
sit on parish and district councils, boards of guardians, and 
London vestries, it was necessary to make express provision to 
this effect: see sections 3 (2), 20 (2), 23 (2), and 31 (1) of the 
Local Government Act, 1894. The London Government Act, 1899, 
contains a provision (section 2 (1)) negativing the right of a 
woman to be elected to the office of mayor, alderman, or councillor. 
This, at first sight, appears to suggest that a woman would have 
been eligible for these offices were it not for the provision in 
question : as to the office of mayor or alderman, no such right 
could have been claimed, for the same section goes on to pro- 
vide that the law as to the chairman of a county council and the 
county aldermen is to apply to the mayor and aldermen of a 
metropolitan borough. But a woman beirfg eligible (by the 
express enactment of the Act of 1894) for election to a 
London vestry, would have been eligible to the office 
of councillor, for section 2 (5) of the London Government 
Act applies the enactment relating to the election of 
vestrymen to the election of councillors. Hence the need 
for the prohibition against women members of borough 
councils contained in section 2 (1), It appears, therefore, in the 
light of the cases and the legislation in pari materia, that a 
woman is ineligible for membership of a school board; and 
further, that votes given to a woman candidate will be altogether 
thrown away: see Hope v. Sandhurst (supra). This serious 








2 in 
tice, 
rue. 
kind 
vere 
3 is 
2ASy 
idea 
‘hen 
tors 
l by 
the 
ery 
self 


but 
was 
0 or 
the 
ven 
rom 
1 to 
will 
> is 
tial 


1001 
nen 
hat 
has 
nen 
ge : 
ally 
ary 
on- 
any 
me 
ons 
for 
ure 


lor, 
een 
jute 
hat 
Any 
‘688 
ich 
ds. 
» to 
und 
i to 
the 
99 
fa 
lor. 
ave 

in 
ght 
ro- 
the 
fa 
the 


fice 
ent 

of 
eed 
igh 
the 
it a 
and 
her 
ous 





Nov. 24, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 45.) 53 








question having been raised, it is not likely that it will be 
allowed to rest undecided. 





Tue Court of Appeal were occupied for a considerable portion 
of last week in hearing appeals under the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act, 1897. In Ferguson v. Green the much-vexed question 
of the meaning of ‘‘scaffolding” in section 7 of the Act was 
again before the court, the right to compensation depending on 
whether the building on which the workman was employed 
was being “repaired by means of a scaffolding.” The arbi- 
trator had found that the arrangement of boards and trestles 
used by the workmen was not a scaffolding; the county 
court judge considered himself bound by Maude v. Brook 
(1900, 1 Q. B. 575) (in which the facts were identical) 
to hold that it was. The Court of Appeal reversed this 
decision on the ground that the question was one of fact for 
the arbitrator, and that so long as there was evidence on which 
he could find one way or the other, they would not interfere with 
his finding. No definition in law of “ scaffolding” had been 
given by the Court of Appeal either in Maude v. Brook or in the 
similar case of Hoddinott v. Newton, Chambers, § Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 
1018) or in Wood vy. Walsh (1b. 1009) in which a finding that a 
plank resting on a window-sill and the rung of a ladder was not 
a scaffolding was allowed to stand. The apparently contra- 
dictory decisions must therefore be reconciled on the 
ground that in each case the question is merely whether 
there was any evidence to justify the finding of fact. In 
Merriliv. Wilson § Co. the Court of Appeal, reversing his Honour 
Judge Rarxzs, held that a workman who was standing on a 
quay, or was engaged in lifting a gangway from the quay on to 
a ship, when he met with a fatal accident was employed in or 
about a factory and not in or about the ship, and that the 
respondents, who had the actual use of a part of the quay, were 
undertakers within the meaning of the Act of 1897. The 
question turned on the definitions of “factory” and “ under- 
takers”? in section 7 of the Act of 1897 by reference to 
the provisions of the Factory and Workshops Acts, 1878 
to 1895, and particularly to section 23 of the Factory and 
Workshop Act, 1895. Pomphrey v. Southwark Press Co. and 
Hathaway v. Argus Printing Co. related to the assessment 
of the compensation payable to injured workmen. In the 
former case the compensation to a workman, whose hand 
had been permanently injured by an accident in the course of 
his skilled employment, had been awarded as 3s. 6d. a week 
(being 50 per cent. of his average weekly earnings durin 
the twelve months preceding the accident). Subsequently 
the employers took him back into their service as an un- 
skilled labourer at 11s. 2d. a week, and they applied, under 
section 12 of the first schedule to the Act, to review the 
compensation awarded. The county court judge declined to 
terminate or suspend the weekly payment of 3s. 6d. on 
the ground that, having regard to the ordinary rate of wages, 
the workman was earning more than 3s, 6d. a week less than 
he would have been earning were it not for the accident. The 
Court of “epee! held that the Act did not impose on the 
employers a liability to pay any greater compensation than the 
difference between the weekly earnings before and after the 
accident : they therefore (following Jrons v. Davis, 1899, 2 Q. B. 
330) reduced the 3s. 6d. to one penny per week, leaving the 
workman at liberty to apply, if it should hereafter become neces- 
sary, to have the amount increased. In Hathaway v. Argus Printing 
Co, the court rejected an appeal claiming that the amount of earn- 
ings from casual jobs given to a workman by the employers, and 
also by other persons, should be added to the regular weekly 
earnings arising from regular employment by the employers 
in arriving at the basis on which compensation payable by the 
employers should be assessed. 





Tue DEFENDANT in the case of Zhe Queen v. Stoddart has not 
had to wait long for a decision of her appeal by the Court of 
Crown Cases Reserved. In our issue of the 3rd inst. we 
ventured to express the opinion that the case of Stoddart v. Sagar 
(44 W. R. 287; 1895, 2 Q. B. 474), upon which the defendant 
relied, could not be supported. That case has now been over- 





ruled, and the conviction of Mrs. Sroppart has been confirmed. 
The judges were agreed that the question whether the trans- 
action did or did not amount to a bet was by no means 
conclusive of the matter. The so-called “competition” was 
clearly within that part of section 1 of the Betting Act, 1853, 
which forbids any house to be used for the purpose of money 
being received by the occupier thereof as the consideration for 
any promise to pay money on any event or contingency relatin 
to any horse-race. In this part of the section the word “ bet” 
does not appear. Some of the judges, however, were of opinion 
that the transaction did in fact amount to betting, and on 
examination it looks as if every element of an ordinary bet 
were present. The competitor paid one penny, and deposited the 
names of the horses he favoured. If those horses won, he 
received £1,000, if they lost, he forfeited his penny. Except 
that the ratio between the sum risked and the sum which 
might be won was so enormous, the agreement seems to 
closely resemble other bets. The court which heard the 
appeal included one of the two judges who decided Stoddart 
v. Sager—namely, Wricut, J. In the earlier case he decided 
that the facts did not amount to betting. In the recent case he 
followed the rest of the court, and seems to have admitted that 
the transaction did amount to a bet, though he would not 
admit that it was a bet for all purposes. This apparent in- 
consistency is explained by the fact that in the earlier case the 
magistrate had acquitted the accused on the ground that the 
facts were not sufficient in law to support a conviction under the 
Betting Act. The weakness of the appellant’s case was shewn 
by the remarkable argument put forward by her counsel, that 
the contingency upon which the money was to be paid did not 
depend on the horse-race, but upon the correctness of a guess. 
As, however, the guess had to be made before the race was run, 
and its correctness depended upon the race, it is not surprising 
that the judges hardly condescended to consider the plea. 





In THE casE of private companies it is usual to provide 
that shares shall not be transferred to an outsider until they 
have been offered to the other shareholders in the manner pre- 
scribed by the articles, and at a price ascertained in accordance 
with the articles. In the case of Borland’s Trustee in Bankruptey 
v. Steel Brothers (Limited) (Zimes, 15th inst.), the articles went a 
step further and required every shareholder, who was not an 
“assistant or manager,” on receiving notice to that effect, to 
transfer his shares to an assistant or manager at a fair price, 


& | but the price was not to exceed the par value with the addition 


of certain sums in respect of the reserve fund, &c. And the 
shares were bound to be transferred in the same way 
upon an assistant or manager ceasing to be such or becoming 
bankrupt. Under this last provision, Bortanp, who was 
adjudicated bankrupt in February last, received notice to 
transfer his shares, and it was stated that the par value was 
about £8,000, whereas the real value was some £34,000. The 
trustee iu bankruptcy, accordingly, sought for grounds for 
getting round the articles, and he urged that the restriction on 
sale was bad as being in the nature of a perpetuity, and 
that it was also a fraud on the bankruptcy laws. 

contention, however, was rejected, without much difficulty, by 
Farwett, J. The case of Walsh v. Secretary of State for India 
(10 H. L. ©. 367) is quite conclusive that in respect of a 
personal liability no doctrine of perpetuity applies. !n that case 
a liability was enforced after the lapse of a century, and Lord 
Szxzorng, ©., referring to it in Witham v. Vane (see Challis’ 
Real Property (1st ed.), p. 358), said: “Although { remember 
perfectly well that this notion of perpetuity was thrown out 
tentatively in the arguments in that case, it met with no 
countenance—the money was held to be payable.” And there 
was just as little, Farwett, J., held, in the objection that the 
restriction was a fraud on the bankruptcy laws. The property of 
the shareholder consists in the shares, and the restrictions 
attached by the articles are an incident of his property. 
In other words, he and his trustee in bankruptcy are not 
entitled to the proceeds of the shares on the footing of their 
being sold in the open market, but only to the proceeds arising 
upon a sale in pursuance of the articles. Recent decisions have 
been opposed to the efficacy of articles which prejudice statutory 
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rights, but different considerations apply to the private rights 
of shareholders in respect of their shares, and there is no reason 
why these should not be subject to the articles. 





Is THE Process of committal under the Debtors Act, 1869, 
merely intended to punish a debtor possessed of means, who 
refuses to satisfy a judgment debt, or is it as much a mode of 
enforcing payment of a judgment as execution against the 
goods of adebtor? This was the question before the Court of 
Appeal in the recent case of Barley v. Plant (reported else- 
where), where it was held by the county court judge that 
the process in question is wholly punitive, and therefore not 
available to enforce an award under the Workmen’s Oom- 
pensation Act, 1897, which provides that the prescribed 
memorandum of the amount recoverable thereunder “ shall 
for all purposes be enforceable as a county court judgment 
(Schedule II., par. 8). In reversing this decision, the Oourt 
of Appeal held, in accordance with Er parte Dakins (16 
O. B. 77) and Re Ryley (33 W. R. 656, 15 Q. B. D. 329), 
that a committal under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, 
is in the nature of a qualified execution and not of a punish- 
ment for contempt; Ooxzins, L.J., pointing out that though 
this particular remedy is available only against a contumacious 
debtor, yet, as the latter can avoid imprisonment by payment, 
and does not purge his liability by imprisonment, two of the 
ordinary elements of punishment are wanting. It is somewhat 
difficult to reconcile with this judgment of the Court of Appeal, 
and with its ratio decidendi, the views expressed as to the policy 
and effect of the Debtors Act, 1869, by Jzsszn, M.R., in Marris 
v. Ingram (13 Ch. D. 338), and by Cuartzs, J., in Mitchell v. 
Simpson (23 Q. B. D. 373), though the decisions themselves are 
evidently not overruled, and cannot be so treated. 





_Tuerz nas been, during the past week, the customary one 
single advertisement in the Times of an application for 
registration with an absolute title of freehold land in the County 
of London. In this case the Mystery of Glaziers are stated to 
be the applicants. 








CONSIDERATIONS AFFECTING THE RELIEF OF 
TRUSTEES UNDER THE JUDICIAL TRUSTEES 
ACT, 1896. 


Previous to the passing of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, 
trustees were, in accordance with certain inflexible rules of 
equity, personally liable for the consequences of every breach 
of trust, however honestly and reasonably they might have 
acted, and their only safeguard lay in an application to a court 
of equity for directions whenever the smallest matter of doubt 
or difficulty arose in the administration of their trust. The 
Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, contained a provision expressly 
framed to remedy the hardships produced by what was described 
by the late Master of the Rolls in Perrins v. Bellamy (47 W. R. 
417) as ‘‘ avery hard state of the law, and one which shocked 
one’s sense of humanity and fairness.’”’ Sub-section 3 of 
section 1 of the Act of 1896 provides that ‘‘ if it appears to the 
court that a trustee is personally liable for any 
breach of trust . but has acted honestly and reasonably 
and ought fairly to be excused for the breach of trust and for 
omitiing to obtain the directions of the court then the 
court may relieve the trustee from personal liability 
for the same.” Frequent recourse has been had to this 
yet and it has been judicially considered in all its aspects. 
It is now possible, therefore, by an analysis of the various 
judgments to gain a fairly clear idea of the considerations upon 
which the court acts, and these may serve as a useful guide to 
those who have to advise whether an application for relief has a 
reasonable chance of success. It must be borne in mind, 
however, that they are merely general considerations which may 
or may not be applicable to any particular set of facts, and not 
ag <a Se a to all cases alike. For, as was pointed out 
Bynnz, J., in Re Turner (1897, 45 W. R. 495), no such 
principles can be laid down, but each case must depend 

y on its own circumstances. The court has merely to find 








as a fact that the trustee acted honestly and reasonably, and 
ought fairly to be excused, and it then has power to 
grant the relief: Re Lord de Clifford’s Estate (1900, 2 Oh. 707). 

It is obvious from the very terms of the section and the nature 
of the relief that the exercise of such a jurisdiction is one of 
great difficulty. As it was well put by Farwett, J., in the 
recent case of Re Lord de Clifford (supra), the real difficulty is to 
adjust the conflicting interests of trustee and cestui que trust, 
and to say what is fair and right as between the beneficiary 
who entrusts his money to the trustee and the trustee who acts 
gratuitously in his behalf. Certain tests, however, may beapplied 
to ascertain whether the trustee has in fact acted honestly and 
reasonably. Guidance, too, may still be obtained from the 
general principles of trustee law. For instance, in Re 
Lord de Clifford (supra) Farwewu, J., in considering whether 
the trustees ought to have accepted a statement of their 
solicitors as to the expenditure of certain sums of money, 
referred to and relied on the decision in Bacon v. Bacon 
(5 Ves. 331), where it was held that an executor was justified 
in relying on such a statement. Again, recourse may be had 
to the statute law affecting trustees where that law affords a 
guide to what is reasonable. So in Re Stuart (1897, 46 W. R. 
41) the court, in considering whether it might give relief in 
respect of improper investments on mortgage, held that primd 
facie the requirements of section 4 of the Trustee Act, 1888, and 
section 8 of the Act of 1893, relating to that class of invest- 
ments, constituted a standard, though not of course a conclusive 
test, by which it could judge whether trustees had acted reason- 
ably. Relief in that case was refused because the valuation did 
not state the value of the property, but only the value for which 
the property would be a good security, and more than two- 
thirds of the value stated was advanced, and the valuer was 
not independent, and the trustee never took care to insure that 
he should be so. 

Lord de Clifford's case (supra) illustrates very forcibly the 
difficulties inherent in applying the relief intended by the 
statute. In the course of a heavy administration, trustees paid 
to their solicitors, an old firm of high standing who also acted for 
one of them personally, several sums of money, relying on their 
express statement that the amounts were required for adminis- 
tration purposes, and without examining the accounts, which 
were long and complicated. The solicitors failed, and it was 
found that a large sum had never been expended for trust 
purposes. Upon an application for relief, the court held that, 
having regard to (1) the heavy and complicated nature of the 
administration proceedings and of the accounts connected with 
them, (2) the high standing of the firm employed, and 
(3) the fact that the money was said to be needed for 
an immediate payment into court, the trustees were 
justified in the course they had taken. This case is certainly very 
near the border line. It is easy to conceive a case in which 
the facts might be almost identical, yet a very little difference 
might incline the scale the other way. It certainly is no pre- 
cedent for saying that it would be always reasonable for trustees 
to pay over large sums to their solicitor, or their co-trustees, as 
against disbursements alleged to be necessary, without first 
taking an account. Undoubtedly in the large majority of cases 
the trustee should satisfy himself that such moneys are in fact 
needed. 

Perrins v. Bellamy (supra) is a good instance of the class 
of case to which the relief given by the Act was intended to 
apply. There trustees had, asthe Master of the Rolls put it, 
committed a judicious breach of trust for which they would 
have been liable before the Act, as it might have been said 
“You ought to have come to the court for advice.” Acting on 
the erroneous idea that the trust authorized it, the trustees sold 
certain leaseholds. On some of the purchasers raising the 
objection, they discovered their mistake, but completed most of 
the purchases. The sale was undoubtedly beneficial to the 
estate. The court unhesitatingly gave them relief. Even if 
the sale had proved prejudicial and not beneficial, they would 
have been equally entitled to relief. Their conduct must in 
such cases be judged by whether they acted honestly and 
reasonably at the time they committed the breach of trust, and 
not by results, though the result may possibly be an element to 
be taken into consideration. 
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As an instance of a case which is as far outside the scope of 
the relief intended by the Act as the case of Perrins v. Bellamy 
is within it, the case of Re East Dulwich Building Society (1899, 
68 L. J. Ch. 196) may be noticed. The trustee never took any 
part in the administration of the trust, signed everything put 
before him by his co-trustee, and even swore an affidavit which 
he did not understand. ‘The court, while exonerating him from 
dishonesty, refused to consider his conduct “ reasonable,” 

The considerations which influence the court upon an applica- 
tion for relief may be thus summarized : 

Acting on Advice.—This must, as has already been noticed, 
always be an important consideration in cases of this kind. But 
a distinction must be drawn between acting under advice 
properly so called, as on the advice of counsel, or of one’s solicitor, 
on matters of law, or of an accountant on questions of valuation, 
and acting on mere statements, such as statements of fact by a 
solicitor or co-trustee, which can, and ought therefore to, be 
tested. Such statements not being strictly advice at all, the 
trustee, if he acts upon them without testing them, would have 
to shew either special circumstances which entitled him to rely 
upon them without more, as in Re Lord de Cliford’s Estate, or 
suffer the penalty of his neglect as in Re Hast Dulwich Building 
Society. But if he shews that he acted on expert advice, a 
trustee at once shifts the burden of proof on the beneficiary, 
who must shew that such advice was not independent, as in Re 
Stuart, or some other flaw resulting from want of reasonable care 
on the trustee’s part. 

Terms of the Trust.—Another test will be whether from the 
terms of the instrument constituting the trust the trustees could 
reasonably, although erroneously, infer that they were directed 
to take a course which otherwise would be improper. In such 
a case the court will grant relief: Re Grindey (47 W. R. 53). 

Applying to Court for Advice.-—Olosely akin to the foregoing 
consideration is the question whether a trustee should apply 
to the court in doubtful cases, and upon what grounds the court 
will hold that he can be “fairly excused ” for not doing so. The 
question was discussed in Perrins v. Bellamy (supra). Ruicpy, 
L.J., pointed out that it was no longer a matter of course for 
the trustee to take the opinion of the court in a matter of un- 
certainty. He must often, then, act on his own responsibility. 
The question of expense is one factor to be taken into con- 
sideration. Nor should there be an application to court where, 
as in Perrins v. Bellamy, the mistake is discovered too late. In 
such a case the trustee should try to get a release, and, if he 
cannot, should apply for relief. But where a trustee receives a 
warning, which, so to speak, puts him on his guard, if he 
acts without the direction of the court, he acts at his peril. 
So in Re Kay (46 W. R. 74) Romer, J., refused relief to an 
executor who had paid away moneys to the beneficiaries of a 
testator after receiving notice of a heavy, though unexpected, 
claim against the testator’s estate, which resulted in its in- 
solvency. 

Trustee Losing His Own Money.—The fact that a trustee is 
himself a loser is undoubtedly a material consideration on the 
question of ‘‘honesty,’’ but by no means a conclusive proof that 
he has acted “reasonably.” If it appears that the trustee in fact 
acted unreasonably, then his own losses, however great, cannot 
excuse the want of reasonable care which he is bound to exercise. 
In Re Lord de Clifford's Estate (supra) Fanwetn, J., while taking 
into consideration the fact that one of the trustees was himself 
& heavy loser by the defalcations of the firm of solicitors 
employed, expressly guarded against the assumption that such 
a fact was any real criterion of the reasonableness of his con- 
duct. Akin to this subject is the consideration whether in any 
given case it is reasonable to suppose that a trustee would have 
acted in the same way if his own property had been in question. 
This was one of the tests applied with a result adverse to the 
trustee in Re Stuart (supra). 

In the result, although each case must always largely depend 
on its own peculiar circumstance, the cases already decided 
indicate fairly clearly the attitude which the court will adopt 
upon an application for relief, and the considerations which in 
the majority of cases will affect its decision. 











THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE COMPANIES 
ACT, 1900. 
IV. 
I.—Existine anp New CompanrEs (continued). 
7. Registration of Mortgages and Charges (continued). 

Filing the Mortgage or Charge.—In the previous article we 
dealt with the proceedings upon registration of the mortgages 
and charges of a company, reserving, however, the filing of the 
mortgage or charge for separate consideration. Briefly stated, 
the requirements as to registration are, that the company must 
supply the registrar with the specified details of any mortgage 
or charge requiring registration ; the registrar must enter these 
in the register, and give his certificate of registration; and no 
debenture must be issued by the company till a copy of the 
certificate has been indorsed upon it. But there is the pre- 
liminary requirement of section 14 (1) that the mortgage or 
charge must be filed with the registrar for registration ; and it 
is the neglect of this which makes the security void. What 
documents, then, have to be filed, and what is to be done with 
them after they have been filed? The answer to the first 
question seems, if the requirement is taken literally, to be clear. 
Every document falling within any of the specified four classes 
must be filed. The question will probably arise upon debentures 
not accompanied by @ covering deed. If there is such a deed, it 
will be sufficient to file that; otherwise it is difficult to avoid 
the conclusion that the whole of the debentures will have to be 
filed. The proviso of sub-section 4 does not seem to touch 
the requirement of filing, but only to qualify in the case of 
debentures the particulars prescribed by the previous sub- 
section for entry in the register. Doubtless had the draughts- 
man of the section originally provided for filing in sub-section 
1 he would have made a special exemption in favour of 
debentures in sub-section 4. But this has not been done, and 
in the absence of a covering deed it seems that every debenture 
must be filed. te : ay 

This result, highly inconvenient as it will be in practice, is 
useful enough in another point of view, since it shews that the 
original mortgages or charges cannot be intended to be kept on 
the file. Primd facie, of course, a document placed on an official 
file remains there, and we are not aware that it is ever taken off 
except for special purposes. If an original has to be filed that 
original is kept, as in the case of contracts filed under section 25 
of the Act of 1867. If filing a copy is sufficient, then the 
statutes say so, as in the case ofa bill of sale. In the present 
case the filing is ‘‘for registration,” and it may have been the 
intention of the Legislature in introducing this novel phrase that, 
when registration was accomplished, the document should be 
taken off the file and returned. But if this was so it is singular 
that specific directions were not given for the return of the 
mortgage, and especially with regard to the person to whom it 
is to be returned. The duty of registering is, as we have seen, 
on the company, and the company will probably have no diffi- 
culty in obtaining the instrument for filing; but, save in the case 
of debentures not yet issued, the company will not be entitled 
to the instrument, and the registrar will have to ascertain and 
return it to the mortgagees or chargees, unless, as is possible, 
he claims to retain it. The only effective answer to such a 
claim we imagine will be that it must apply (if at all) equally 
to debentures, and these, by the express admission of section 
18, are to be delivered to the debenture-holders with the copy 
of the certificate of registration indorsed upon them. The 
requirement of filing the original mortgage or charge, as a 
preliminary to registration, soem to have been introduced 
into section 14 somewhat heedlessly, and it will probably be 
found to cause difficulty in working the section, but we can 
hardly suppose that the retention of the originals on the file 
will be insisted on. : tar 
Foreign Mortgages: Extension of Time Limit.— Where the 
mortgaged property is situate abroad it will be sufficient to 
register a deed “ purporting to specifically charge” such pro- 
perty, notwithstanding that further proceedings may be necessary 
tosecure the validity of the mo according tothe /exsitis, This 
provision (section 14 (2)) was inserted to meet the difficulty of 





The death is announced of his Honour Judge Young, of the Wolver- 
hampton County Court Circuit. 
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foreign mortgage. Moreover, with regard to mortgages 
generally an elasticity with regard to the limit is permitted 
by section 15. Where there has been an omission to register, 
application for extension of time may be made to the High 
Court, and the extension may be granted if the judge is satisfied 
that the omission was “‘ accidental, or due to inadvertence or some 
other sufficient cause, or is not of a nature to prejudice the 
position of creditors or shareholders of the company, or that on 
other grounds it is just and equitable to grant relief.” These 
words seem to render it possible to obtain registration at any 
time provided either that the omission was accidental or in- 
advertent, or that registration will not prejudice creditors or 
shareholders. But much will depend on the view taken by the 
judge and the disastrous effects of non-registration will probably 
make the cases infrequent in which the readiness of the court to 
act upon the section will be tested. 

8. Audit.—Section 21 of the new Act applies to all companies 
provisions for the appointment of auditors similar to those 
which have usually been inserted in articles of association, and 
which, by the Companies Act, 1879, were made compulsory in 
the case of banking companies. In general auditors will be 
appointed at the annual general meeting to hold office till the 
next annual meeting. But the directors may appoint before 
the statutory meeting, and may also fill any casual vacancy. If 
the directors have not appointed before the statutory meeting 
it seems that there can be no appointment till the first annual 
general meeting ; but if they have appointed, then the share- 
holders may remove the auditors by a resolution of a general 
meeting, and at the same meeting may appoint others. A 
director or officer of the company may not be auditor. If no 
appointment is made at an annual general meeting the Board of 
Trade may, on the application of any member of the company, 
appoint an auditor for the current year and fix his remuneration. 
In other cases the remuneration will, under section 22, be fixed 
by the company in general meeting, except that the directors 
may fix it in cases where they appoint. 

The rights and duties of auditors are defined by section 23, 
but the section seems to assume that the directors are bound to 
lay a balance-sheet before the members. Usually, of course, 
this is required by the articles, and the articles may call for a 
profit and loss account as well. But the statutes do not make 
the publication of a balance-sheet to the shareholders essential, 
and the efficacy of the audit clauses will depend upon the 
articles supplying this omission. The auditors will have the 
right of access at all times to the books and vouchers of the 
company, and will be entitled to require from the directors and 
officers of the company such information and explanation as may 
be necessary for the performance of their duties. They will then 
be responsible for two documents: First, they must sign a 
certificate at the foot of the balance-sheet, statiog whether or 
not all their requirements as auditors have been complied with ; 
and secondly, they have to make a report to the shareholders on 
the accounts they have examined and on the balance-sheet. In 
this report they must state whether in their opinion the balance- 
sheet “is properly drawn up so as to exhibit a true and correct 
view of the state of the company’s affairs as shown by the books 
of the company”; and the report is to be read at the general 
meeting. 

The certificate on the balance-sheet shewing whether all the 
auditors’ requirements have been complied with, and the read- 
ing of their report at the meeting, will be valuable safeguards 
to the shareholders, The latter requirement is contained in the 
audit clauses of the Act of 1879 with respect to banks. The 
same clauses also use the words, now reproduced, as to the 
report certifying the balance-sheet ‘‘to exhibit a true and 
correct view of the state of the company’s affairs, as shewn by 
the books of the company.” Taken literally, these words seem 
to justify the view that an auditor discharges his duty by a 
mechanical checking of the balance-sheet with the books; but 
in Re London and General Bank (44 W. R, 80; 1895, 2 Ch. 166) 
both the practice of auditors and their legal duties under the 
Act of 1879 were put on a higher level. The auditor’s evidence, 
said Linpizy, L.J., ‘‘ satisfies me that he took the same view 
as myself of his duty in investigating the company’s books 
and preparing his balance-sheet. He did not content himself 
with making his balance-sheet from the books without 








troubling himself about the truth of what they shewed. 
He checked the cash, examined vouchers for payment, saw that 
the bills and securities entered in the books were held by the 
bank, took reasonable care to ascertain their value, and, in one 
case, obtained a solicitor’s opinion on the validity of an equit- 
able mortgage. . . . It is satisfactory to find that the legal stan- 
dard of duty is not too high for business purposes, and is recognized 
as correct by business men.” This passage very usefully shews in 
concrete form the nature of the inquiries which an auditor should 
make before he certifies that the balance-sheet gives a true 
view of the company’s affairs “as shewn by the books.” _ 

9. Winding up.—The Act of 1900 has two provisions which 
will apply in the winding up of companies. Under section 2 of 
the Joint-Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870, where, in 
the winding up of a company, a compromise or arrangement is 
proposed between the company and the creditors or any class 
of creditors, the court may order a meeting of the creditors or 
class of creditors, to be summoned, and if the compromise or 
arrangement is approved by a majority of three-fourths in value 
of the creditors present, the court may make it binding on all 
the creditors and on the Jiquidator. Section 24 of the present 
Act directs that this provision shall apply also as between the 
company and the members, or avy class thereof. In future, 
therefore, it will be possible in a winding up to make an 
arrangement, which varies the strict rights of members, binding 
on a minority, provided it is approved by the specified majority 
at a meeting summoned for the purpose under an order of the 
court. And apparently it will be possible in this way to vary 
the rights of dissentient members under section 161 of the Act 
of 1862 upon a reconstruction. According to the recent decision 
in Baring-Gould v. Sharpington Syndicate (47 W. R. 564; 1899, 
2 Ch. 80) and Payne v. Cork Co. (Limited) (48 W. R. 325; 1900, 
1 Ch. 308), the usual clause in articles of association excluding 
the right of a dissentient member to be bought out is ultra 
vires. Under the present enactment the same object can be 
attained with the approval of the court and of a three-fourths 
majority of the members. 

Section 25 of the new Act extends the power of applying to 
the court in a voluntary winding up. Hitherto the right of 
applying for the determination of any question arising in the 
winding up has been confined to the liquidator or contributories, 
and for a creditor to invoke the assistance of the court he has 
had to obtain first a supervision order. It is now enacted that 
creditors may apply under section 138 in a voluntary winding 
up. The necessity for making a supervision order simply to 
gain jurisdiction to entertain an application by a creditor is thus 
abolished. 

10. Defunct Companies.—Under secticn 7 of the Companies 
Act, 1880, the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, if he has 
reasonable cause to believe that a company is not carrying on 
business, has power, upon certain conditions, to strike the company 
off the register. He must first send to the company a letter 
inquiring whether it is carrying on business, and if no answer is 
received within a month, a second letter to the effect specified ia 
the section. Ifthe company answers that it is not carrying on 
business, or if there is no answer to the second letter, the name 
of the company may be struck off the register, and the company 
will be dissolved. But under sub-section 5, the company or a 
member may apply to have the company restored to the register, 
though » creditor could only revive the company by getting a 
winding-up order: Re Anglo-American Exploration Co. (1898, 
1 Oh. 100). Section 26 of the present Act by sub-section 1 
extends the registrar’s power of striking off defunct companies 
to cases where (1) the company is being wound up; (2) it is 
believed either that no liquidator is acting, or that the affairs of 
the company are fully wound up; and (3) the usual returns have 
not been made by the liquidator for six months after notice ; 
and by sub-section 2 it extends sub-section 5 of seetion 7 of the 
Act of 1880 so as to enable a creditor to apply directly for 
restoration of the name of the company to the register. 








His Honour Judge Gwynne James has been appointed Judge of the 
County Court Circuit No. 52, which includes Bath, Swindon, and Devizes. 
The Hon. Arthur Russell, who was recently appointed to that district, has 
been transferred to Circuit No. 45 (Oroydon and Wandsworth), from which 
Judge Vernon Lushington has retired. 
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REVIEWS. 
EQUITY. 

A MANUAL oF EQUITY JURISPRUDENCE FOR PRACTITIONERS AND 
STUDENTS, FoUNDED ON THE WoRKs oF STORY AND OTHER 
WRITERS, COMPRISING THE FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES AND THE 
Points OF EQuiry USUALLY OccURRING IN GENERAL PRACTIOE. 
By Jos1au W. Situ, B.C.L., Q.C. Firreenta Eprrion. By 
Sypnzy E. Witiams, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited), 

This is a very useful guide to the principles of equity, and seeing 
that it has attained to a fifteenth edition it may be supposed to have 
passed beyond the reign of criticism. The author, according to his 
own statement, founded his work upon Story’s Commentaries on 
Equity, and with such a fund of material to work upon it is not 
surprising that he should have produced a treatise which has 
well stood the test of time. The present edition has had a good 
deal of care bestowed. upon it, but we are not sure that the editor 
quite realizes the changes which are necessary to bring the work up 
to date. The heading ‘“ Constructive Fraud” is retained for a 
chapter which includes many points of equity doctrine which can 
only be styled fraudulent by a complete misuse of the term. It may, 
of coarse, be said that the misuse is sanctioned by equity practice, but 
we think some attempt should now be made to restrict fraud to cases 
where the term is properly applicable, and to place matters which 
were formerly roughly classed together as constructively fraudulent 
under appropriate heads. Possibly it is the neglect to make so 
radical a change which has led the editor to quote Slim v. Croucher 
(1 D. F. & J. 518) as an authority that a man may be liable for the 
consequences of a misstatement honestly made, notwithstanding 
that in Low v. Bouverie (40 W. R. 50) it was held to have been over- 
ruled by Derry v. Peek (38 W. R. 33). 

At p. 158 it seems hardly sufficient to say that the Judicial Trustees 
Act, 1896, entitles a trustee to relief from a breach of trust where he 
has acted both honestly and reasonably. The court must also be satisfied 
that he ought fairly to be excused for the breach, and for omitting 
to obtain the directions of the court. The additional requirements 
are important, And after the judgments in the Court of Appeal in 
Re Leng (43 W. R. 406) it was somewhat hazardous to quote without 
any qualification Re Maggi (30 W. R. 729) as an authority that 
section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, had not introduced into 
administration the bankruptcy rule as to equal payment of debts, 
though we must admit that the criticism is easier now that Re Maggi 
has been overruled by Re Whittaker (ante, p. 48). The book does not 
profess, nor, having regard to its size, would it be possible for it to 
give more than a selection of cases; but these should be the latest 
and most authoritative, and in connection with the exercise by a 
mortgagee of his power of sale we should have expected a reference 
to Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) (37 W. R. 196), or to the judgment of 
Lord Herschell in Kennedy v. De Trafford (45 W. R. 671); so again, 
the proposition that specific performance cannot be had of a contract 
to lend money should surely now be supported by a reference to 
South African Territories v. Wallington (46 W. R. 545). At p. 304 
an odd misprint will serve to impress on the reader’s mind the 
important rule in shipping mortgages that the mortgagee of the ship 
by taking possession defeats the rights of an assignee of freight. 

But while further revision might have succeeded in making the 
work in its latest form more complete and accurate, it bears in many 
parts abundant proof of the labour which has been bestowed on it, and 
the practioner and student alike will find it a very useful handbook to 
the doctrines of equity—doctrines which, for practical purposes, are as 
important as before the so-called fusion’ of law and equity, or rather, 
by reason of the prevalence of equity, are more important than ever. 
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Bills of Costs in the High Court of Justice and Court of Appeal, in 
the House of Lords and the Privy Council; with the Scales of Costs 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
SOLICITORS’ BOOK-KEEPING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—It does not seem to occur to those of your correspondents who 
recommend separate banking accounts for clients’ cash that the proper 
thing for solicitors to do is to hand over to their clients whatever 
cash is received for them, and that the separate account to which 
such cash should be placed is the separate account of the client him- 
self: 

A good instance of this appears in the evidence last given in Mr. 
Lake’s case, where trustees asked what had become of £40,000 
received from them, and on being told that part had been deposited 
and the rest was in the hands of the firm, promptly required that 
the whole should be paid over. This is what all clients should do, 
and especially trustees, for as great harm is often done to solicitors 
by allowing money to remain needlessly in their hands as is done 
by solicitors who retain money needlessly. ; 

On the question of book-keeping, I would only say that it should 
be accurate, exhaustive, and always kept up todate. If that is done 
almost any system will answer. ‘‘ Delays are dangerous,” is an old 
and true saying, and it applies especially to book-keeping, and more 
especially to solicitors’ book-keeping. Let all entries be made at 
the time the transactions occur, let them be full as well as accurate 
let them be posted daily into appropriate books, and let them be 
checked daily by someone who has a direct interest in seeing that 
everything is done accurately and regularly. ‘‘Arrears” are as 
dangerous as “ delays,”’ and I speak with knowledge when I say that 
there is no reason why there should be either delays or arrears. 

JoHN R, ADAMS. 

66, Cannon-street, Nov. 19. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 
BAILEY ». PLANT. No. t. 15th Nov. 


Master anp Servant — Compensation ror Insvuntes ny Accrpant— 
Enrorcine Awarp—Commrrrat—Dssrors Acr, 1869 (32 & 33 Vier. 
c. 62), s. 5—Worxkmen’s Compgnsation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 
37), Scurputs IL., chause 8. 

Appeal from an order of the judge of the Crewe County Court under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. Tne applicant for compensation 
was @ boy who was injured by an accident while in the employment of the 
respondent. The arbitrator appointed by the county cours judge made an 
award of 2s. 6d. a week as compensation to the applicant under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The weekly payments having 
fallen into arrear, the applicant applied to the county court judge 
for a committal order st the respondent under section 5 of the 


Debtors Act, 1869. By Schedule IL, clause 8, of the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897, where the amount of compensation shall have been 
ascertained, the registrar of the county court shall record a memorandum 
thereof, ‘‘and thereupon the said memorandum shall for all purposes 
be enforceable as a county court judgment.” The county court judge 
found that the 
they became due, but he held that he 


ondent had had ample means to pay the arrears since 
no jurisdiction to commit the 
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respondent, as, in his opinion, a committal order under the Debtors Act, 
1869, was not a mode of enforcing a judgment, but was a process for 
—ss the debtor who had the means and refused to pay the judgment 
ebt. The applicant appealed. The respondent did not appear. The 
Court of Ap said that they would not decide the question whether the 
appeal came within the appeal clause in the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, and whether the appeal was properly brought to that court; 
but without making a precedent of the case they would hear the appeal. 


Tue Covrr (A. L. Smrrs, M.R., and Coxtiins and Srieiine, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 


A. L. Smrrn, M.R., said that a memorandum, when recorded under 
clause 8 of Schedule II. to the Act, stood in the same position for the pur- 
poses of enforcement as a county court judgment. One way of enforcing a 
county court judgment was by issuing execution against the judgment 
debtor’s goods. Another well-known way was by means of a judgment 
summons for the purpose of getting a committal order under section 5 of 
the Debtors Act, 1869. He would assume that the latter process was 
partly punitive ; but, in his opinion, it was also a means of compelling 
the judgment debtor to pay the debt by the coercion of imprisonment. 
It was a very common mode of enforcing payment of small debts in the 
county court. The county court judge had, therefore, jurisdiction to 
make the committal order. 


Cotuns, L.J., concurred. When the matter was fully considered, it 
seemed to him clear that the real purpose of the committal order was to 
put pressure on the judgment debtor to make him pay the debt. It 
wanted two essential elements of purely punitive process. One was that 
the judgment debtor could avoid the imprisonment by paying the debt. 
The second was that the serving of the imprisonment, by an express 
provision in the Act, did not operate as a satisfaction or extinguishment of 
the debt. The offence was not purged, whereas it was a fundamental 
principle of the criminal law that a criminal, by serving his term of 
imprisonment, purchased his freedom and purged the offence. It was true 
that the Legislature had limited the application of this mode of enforcing 
payment of the judgment debt to cases where the debtor was contu- 
macious ; but, when once it was applied, it was a mode of enforcing 
payment of the debt, and was not merely punitive in its character. 


Srimumc, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Minton-Senhouse. Soxictrors, 
Taylor, Hoare, § Pilcher, for R. R. Edleston, Crewe. 
[Reported by W. F. Bazry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MERRILL +. THOMAS WILSON, SONS, & CO. (LIM.). No. i 
15th Nov. 


Masrzer anp Sgrvant—ComprnsaTion ror Insuntes sy AccipENT— 
** Facrory ’’—** Unpertakers ’’—Suirp ALoNGsipE QuAY—ACCIDENT ON 
Quay—Facrory ayp Worksnor Act, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. c. 37), 8s. 23 
(1)—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), s. 7. 
Appeal from an award of the Hull County Court judge under the 

Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant for compensation was 
the widow of a workman who, at the time of his death, was in the employ- 
ment of the respondents. The respondents’ steampship, Zhe Ohio, was 
moored, for the purpose of discharging her cargo, alongside a quay in the 
Alexandra Dock at Hull belonging to the railway company on the morning 
of the 24th of December, 1899. The shipowners were going to discharge her 
cargo with theirown men. The cargo consisted of cattle and goods. The 
deceased man was engaged with other men in the employment of 
the respondents in getting a gangway from the quay on to the 
ship. While so engaged the deceased man, who was standing on the 
quay, slipped and fell between the quay wall and the ship and was 
killed. The gangway was used for enabling the workmen and the crew 
to go to and from the ship, but not for the purpose of loading or unloading 
the ship. On the 24th of December the cattle were discharged from the 
ship into lighters on the other side of the ship by means of another gang- 
way. No other cargo was discharged until after the Christmas holidays. 
The county court judge held that the employment of the deceased man at the 
time of the accident was on or in or about a ship, and that therefore the 
Act did notapply. He also held that the gangway was not plant used in the 
process of unloading on to the quay, within section 23, sub-section 1 (a), of 
the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, so as to come within the definition 
of a *‘ factory ”’ in section 7, sub-section 2, of the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1897. He accordingly made an award in favour of the 
respondents. The applicant appealed. 


Tuz Cover (A. L. Surrn, M.R., and Cotirs and Sriziine, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 


A. L. Surrn, M.R., said that in his opinion the county court judge was 
wrong in coming to the conclusion that the employment was on or in or 
about a ship, and that therefore the Act of 1897 did not apply. The 
deceased man never was on the ship; he was working on the quay when 
he was killed. It was not disputed that the quay was a “‘ factory ” within 
section 7 of the Act of 1897. Section 7, sub-section 1, defined a 
= ” by reference to section 23 of the Factory and Workshop 
Act, 1895. There could be no doubt that this quay was a “factory” 
within the Act. The important question was whether the respondents 
were the “ undertakers’’ in respect of that factory. Section 7, sub- 
section 2, of the Act of 1897 defined “‘ undertakers’’ in the case of 
a as ‘‘the occupier thereof within the meaning of the Factory 
and Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1895.” By section 23, sub-section 1, of the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, the person having the “actual use or 
occupation ’’ of a dock, quay, &c., was to be deemed to be the occupier of 
afactory. The question was, Were the respondents in actual use of this 
quay at the time of the accident? The qusy was constructed for the 





purpose of ships using it for loading and unloading cargo. The 
respondents had their ship alongside the quay and monopolized it for the 
purposes of unloading. It was not like the case of a carter taking a 
parcel on to the quay. The respondents had the actual use of the 
particular portion of the quay, and therefore were liable. With regard to 
the question whether the gangway was plant used in the process of 
unloading on to the quay, and was therefore a “‘ factory,”’ the gangway 
was not at the time of the accident being used or about to be used in the 
process of unloading. It was merely used to enable the men to get to and 
from the ship. Therefore the gangway in this case was not a ‘‘ factory.” 
a appellant succeeded upon the other points, and the appeal must be 
owed. ; 


Coins, L.J., concurred. It was clear that the deceased man, whatever 
his duties might have been on board the ship, was employed on the quay 
at the time of the accident. He was employed on what was capable of 
being a ‘‘ factory.”” The word “ factory’’ in section 7, sub-section 2, of 
the Act of 1897 was made to cover several different things, but each must 
be capable of a definable area, not exactly, but capable for practical 
purposes of being defined in respect to space. There must be some area 
definable by metes and bounds. Here there was something capable of 
being a factory in that sense if used in such a way as to render the space 
of quay used definable. He could see no reason why this quay so used should 
not be a factory. Were the respondents the ‘‘ undertskers”’ in respect of 
that quay? To be the undertakers they must be the occupiers of it; that 
was, they must by section 23, sub-section 1, of the Act of 1895 have the 
actual use or occupation of it. To ascertain whether a person had 
the actual use they must look at the subject-matter. The quay 
existed for the practically exclusive use or occupation by ships for 
the purposes of loading and unloading, though people might - walk 
about it. The whole length of the ship used the quay to the full 
extent to which a ship ever used a quay in the process of unloading. The 
word ‘‘ actual ’’ had full effect given to it when the ship used the quay 
for all purposes involved in the process of loading or unloading. The 
respondents were therefore the undertakers. As to the question of the 
gangway being plant used in the process of unloading on to the quay, it was 
not used in that process. Further, the unloading was into lighters along- 
side the ship. 


Srirunc, L.J., agreed.—Counset, W. H. Owen; Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
and B. D. Kilburn. Soxtcrrors, Williamson, Hill, § Co., for T. § A. Pricst- 
man, Hull; Pritchard § Sons, for Hearfields § Lambert, Hull. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FERGUSON v. GREEN. No.1. 14th Nov. 


Masrer anp ServaNt—Emp overs’ LiaBitiry—AccipENtT—OoMPENSATION— 
EMPLOYMENT ON BuILDING BEING CoNsTRUCTED BY MEANS OF A SCAFYOLD- 
ING—ARRANGEMENT OF TRESTLES AND Boarps—WoRKMEN’s CoMPENSA- 
TIon Act, 1897, s. 7, suB-sEcTIoN 1. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the judge of the Oldbam 
County Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. The applicant for compensation was a plasterer. At 
the time of the accident he was engaged in the work of plaster- 
ing the ceiling of a room in a cottage, and he was standing on a 
platform constructed of trestles and boards. It was admitted that the 
cottage was a building exceeding thirty feet in height, and that it was 
** being constructed ’’ within the meaning of section 7, sub-section 1, af the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. The question was whether it was being 
constructed “‘by means of a scaffolding” within the meaning of that 
section. The arbitrator, by whom the case was heard, found that the 
arrangement of trestles and boards was not a scaffolding. The county 
court judge, having regard to Maude v. Brook (48 W. R. 290; 1900,1 Q B. 
575), thought that the arbitrator had misdirected himself as to the meaning 
of the word ‘‘ scaffolding’’ in the section, and reversed his decision, 
holding that the applicant was entitled to have an award made in his 
favour. The employers appealed. The following three cases were cited : 
Wood v. Walsh §& Sons (47 W..R. 504; 1899, 1 Q B. 1009), Hoddinott v. 
Newton, Chambers, § Co. (47 W. R. 499; 1899, 1 Q. B. 1018), and Maude v. 
Brook. In the last-mentioned case the arbitrator had found that an 
arrangement of trestles and boards similar to that used in the present 
case was a scaffolding, and the Court (Collins, L.J., dissenting) upheld his 
award. 


Tue Oover (A. L. Surrn, M.R., and Couns and Srirune, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 


A. L. Sarru, M.R., said that this court had consistently refused to give 
any definition of the legal meaning of the word *‘ scaffolding ’’ as used in 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act. In each of the cases cited they had 
declined to interfere with the finding of fact of the arbitrator as to whether 
that which was alleged in the particular case to be a scaffolding was a 
scaffolding or not. In his opinion, therefore, the county court judge had 
no right to overrule the finding of fact of the arbitrator, if there was any 
evidence on which that finding could be supported. He thought that the 
arbitrator’s finding must be allowed to stand, and that the appeal must be 
allowed. 

Co.utns, L.J., concurred. He thought the effect of the decisions was 
that the arbitrator was at large to consider whether the arrangement of 
trestles and boards was a scaffolding or not, and that the county court 
judge had pressed the case of Maude v. Brook too far. 


Srmimo, L.J., concurred.—Counsz,, Ruegg, Q.0.; B. G. Wilkinson. 








Soxicirons, William Hurd § Son; E. A. W. Wragge. 
(Reported by F. G, Rucxrn, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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HOUGHTON v. SUTTON HEATH AND LEA GREEN COLLIERIES CO. 
(LIM.). No. 1. 16th Nov. 


Master anp Servant—Emp.toyers’ Liasmiry—Accripent to WorKMAN 
Resvuttine In DeatrHa—OompEnsaATION—WERBKLY Earnincs —Depvucrions 
—Worxmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr ‘c. 37), ScuEpDrLE 
I., cuausE 1 (a). 


Appeal by the employers from an award made by the judge of the St. 
Helen’s and Widnes County Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. A workman in the employ of the appellants as 
a miner died from the results of an accident in the course of his work. At 
the time of the accident he was in receipt of wages amounting to 
£1 10s. 11d. per week. All the men in the colliery had a certain small 
deduction made from their wages—namely, sixpence a week, in order to 
pay for the oil which the employers supplied to them for the lamps with 
which they worked. The deceased, therefore, received in cash £1 10s. 5d. 
per week. The county court judge in making an award in favour of 
the widow calculated the compensation on the basis that the deceased’s 
weekly earnings were £1 10s. 11d. From this award the employers now 
a For the appellants it was contended that this was wrong and 
that the award ought to have been made on the basis of what the deceased 
actually received. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surrn, M.R., and Corus and Srieurne, L.JJ.), dis- 
missed the appeal. 

A. L. Stu, M.R., in giving judgment, said this was a case in which a 
good deal could be said on both sides though the point raised was a emall 
one. The deceased undoubtedly earned £1 10s. 11d. per week. Out of this 
sum he had to provide himself with oil for his lamp and sixpence a week 
was deducted from it for this purpose, but his wage was none the less on 
this account. 

Cottins and Srieiine, L JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Covunsrt, Ruegg, Q.C., and Leonard ; Montague Lush. 
Soxicrtors, W. N. Ellen, for Edwin Peace, Liverpool; Smiles & Litchfield, for 
J. Massey, St. Helen’s. 

[Reported by E. G. Stituwe.t, Barrister-at-Law. } 


POMPHREY v. THE SOUTHWARK PRESS. No. 1. 23rd Nov. 


Master aNpD Servant—Emptoyers’ Liasmiry—Accipent To WorKMAN 
—PartTIAL Incapaciry—OomPensaTION—No SS OF WAGES AFTER AS 
BEFORE THE ACCIDENT—WorkMgEN’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 
Vict. c. 37) Scuepute I., cravses 1 (6), 2, 12. 

Appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Addison sitting at the 
Southwark County Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Com- 

msation Act, 1897. The applicant, a boy eighteen years old, who had 

apprenticed for two years as a printing-machine minder to the 
employers had his right hand crushed while at work on the 6th of February, 

1900. On the 9th of February his apprenticeship indenture was cancelled 

by his employers as he was no longer able to do his work. On the 27th of 

March the applicant commenced proceedings under the Workman’s Com- 

pensation Act. Immediately before the accident he had been earning 

10s. 6d. per week and his average earnings during the previous twelve 
months were 7s. per week. On the 15th of May an award by consent 
of the parties was made by the judge by which the employers were to pay 
the applicant 3. 6d. per week, being half his average weekly earnings. The 
employers took the applicant back into their employment as a labourer and 
in that capacity he received wages at the rate of 11s. 2d. per week. On the Ist 
of August application under paragraph 12 of the first schedule to the Act was 
made by the employers to the county court judge to terminate or suspend the 
weekly payment payable under theaward on the ground that the workman was 
not suffermg any loss of wages as a result of the accident. At the hearing 
of the application it was proved that the usual rate of wages for the 
employers’ labourers was eighteen shillings per week. The learned judge 
refused the application, being of opinion that the boy was earning 3s. 6d. 

a week less than he would be earning if he had the use of his right hand. 

From this decision the employers now appealed. It was contended on 

behalf of the appellants that the county court judge was wrong in 

law in holding that a workman who was earning more than the average 
weekly wages that he had been receiving at the time of the accident was 

entitled to compensation. The following cases were referrad to: Irons v. 

Davis § Timmins (47 W. R. 616; 1899, 2. Q. B. 330), Chandler v. Smith (47 

W. R. 677; 1899, 2 Q. B. 506). 

Tue Oourr (A. L. Sarrn, M.R., and Corus and Srrauime, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, M.R., in giving judgment, said: The applicant for com- 
pensation was a boy who had been apprenticed to a printer. At the time 
the accident happened he was only earning 10s. 6d. per week, but of 
course was learning his trade. After the accident he went back to 
his employer as a labourer and earned lis. 2d. per week, thus making 
more money than before he had bis hand crashed. The — er, 
therefore, made an application, under paragraph 12 of the first ule 
to the Act, to the county court judge to review the award and put 
an end to the payment on the ground that the workman was 
suffering no loss of wages in consequence of the accident. This the 
county court judge refused to do. In his (the Master of the Rolls’) 
opinion the average weekly earnings of a workman are what he was 
actually getting at the time of the accident. The first schedule to the Act 
provided that in cases of accident where death did not result the compen- 
sation to be awarded was to be a weekly payment not exceeding 50 per 
cent. of the workman’s average weekly earnings during the previous 
twelve months, and that in fixing that ment regard was to be had to 
the difference between the amount of be, average weekly of the 
workman before and after the accident. The Act intended that the 


employer Sank oe that difference. In this case the master was really 
out of pocket, he was entitled to have his application granted. The 
court would therefore make a similar order to that made 
Timmins—namely, that the weekly payment should be reduced te the 
nominal one of one y, which would enable the workman subsequently, 
if necessary, to apply to have it increased. 

Cottins and Sriaime, L.JJ., delivered ju ts to the like effect. 
Appeal aliowed.—CounseL, Ruegg, Q.0., and Newson; Spencer Bower. 
Soxicrrors, Gibson, Usher, § Co. ; Hurd & Son. 


[Reported by BE. G. St1tuwe.1, Barrister-at-Law.! 


BOWDEN v. YOXALL. No.2. 14th Nov. 


Practice — Motion to Commrr— Rervsat to Commir — InrerLocvrorry 
Arrgat—Lezave or Covurnt—Liserty or Sussecr—Svupreme Court or 
JupicaTuRE (Procepure) Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 16), s. 1 (1) (x) (#)-. 


This was an appeal from Buckley, J. A motion was brought by the 
plaintiff to commit the defendants for an alleged breach of an undertaking 

iven by them to the court, Buckley, J., dismissed the motion and refused 
eave to appeal. The plaintiff ap; The Supreme Coart of Judicature 
(Procedure) Act, 1894, provides, section 1 (1) : ‘‘ No appeal shall lie (+) with- 
out the leave of the j or of the Court of Appeal from any interlocutory 
order or interlocutory judgment made or given by a judge, except in the 
following cases, namely— or where the liberty of the subject or the custody 
of infants is concerned.”” A imi objection was taken on bebalf of 
the defendants that no order to commit having been made, the case was 
not within the exception ‘‘ where the liberty of the subject is concerned.” 
Consequently the appeal could not be brought without the leave of the 
court, which had not been obtained. 

Tue Covrt (Ricsy, VavcHan Wiis, and Romer, L.JJ.) held that 
the preliminary objection was wel] taken. They refused to give leave, 
and dismissed the appeal with costs.—CounsgL, Levett, Q.C., Alexander, 
Q.C., and Condy ; Rowden, Q.C., Hart, and Lynn. Soxicrrors, Wingfield 
&§ Blew ; Baker § Nairne. 


{Reported by J. L. Stizuixa, Barrister-at-Law.| 


in Irons v. Davis § 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
CHAMBERLAIN & HOOKHAM (LIM.) v. THE MAYOR AND CORPORA- 
TION OF THE CITY OF BRADFORD. Kekewich, J. 20th Nov. 


Costs—Prsiic AvuTHorrry—Sonicrror anp Curent Costs—Taxarion— 
Pustic AvrHorities Prorecrion Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vier. c. 61), s. 1 (8). 


The plaintiffs brought an action inst the defendants on the 
ground that they had infringed the plaintiffs’ letters patent for im- 
provements in electricity meters. The defendants did not make 
or use the alleged infringing meters themselves, but procured them 
from third parties, and let them out for hire to consumers of elec- 
tricity supplied by the defendants. The defendant corporation were 
empowered by a provisional order confirmed by private Act of Parlia- 
ment, inter alia, to supply electricity within a specified district, and 
to hire out meters to consumers for the purpose of measuring the same. 
The action was dismissed with costs to be taxed on the higher scale. The 
taxing-master, on the matter coming before him, dealt with the costs on 
the footing of a solicitor and client taxation on the ground that the 
defendants were a public body. This was a summons taken out by the 
plaintiffs to review the taxation on the ground that the defendants had not 
acted in this matter as a public body but merely as private individuals, 
and did not come within the scope of section 1 (5) of the Public Authorities 
Protection Act, 1893, which provides with reference to actions against 
public authorities that ‘‘whenever in any such action a judgment is 
obtained by the defendant it shall carry costs to be taxed as between 
solicitor and client.” Plaintiff further that the corporation were 
really only nominal defendants in the action and that the real defendants 
were the persons who supplied the meters to the corporation. They 
contended, therefore, that the costs should be taxed on the footing of 
party and party costs. } 

Kexewics, J., said: In my opinion this is a simple question, and one 
on which I ought not have any hesitation or doubt. ‘The plaintiffs are 
owners of letters patent for improvements in electricity meters, and the 
defendants used electricity meters which the plaintiffs objected to as 
infringing their letters patent. The defendants did not actually them- 
selves use the meters, but hired them out, being empowered by Act of 
Parliament (confirming a provisional order) to make installations of and to 
supply electricity, » inter alia, to hire out electricity meters for the 
purpose of measuring such supply. It is said that this does not bring 
them within the protection of the first section of the Public Authorities 
Protection Act, 1893, which provides that: ‘“‘ Where after the com- 
mencement of this Act any action, prosecution, or other proceeding is 


| commenced in the United Kingdom against any person for any act 


done in pursuance, or execution, or intended execution, of any Act of 
Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, & . . .” We 
may drop the consideration of ‘‘ Act of Parliament,’’ we may drop the 
consideration of the words — duty, because it might possibly be urged 
that this is not a public duty cast upon the corporation, but merely a 
voluntary action on their part which they are not bound by this Act to 
undertake. On these words I will express no opinion one way or the 
other; but the matter seems to me to come within the following 
word ng my ens is what they wae,» eh a oe on 
Parliament to do. true test, in is this: Suppose 
had been minded to 





mayor and corporation do what tney have 
aan ethers Ge cdkakatin oh 6 jeethens Gan animal le 6 
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private Act could they as a public authority have done so? Certainly 
not; it is not within the powers conferred on them by common law, 
and they would not have been protected had they done so. But here they 
have obtained a provisional order confirmed by a private Act expressly 
authorizing them to do what they have done—they have full statutory 
powers, and consequently are within the protection of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act. Then it is said they were not the real 
defendants in the action brought against them by the plaintiffs, that they 
were only nominal defendants, and that the real defendants were the 
persons who supplied the meters. It may be an unfortunate thing for the 
plaintiffs that they had to sue a public body but no doubt they brought 
their action after careful consideration and advice as to who were the 
prorer parties to be sued. nose parties being a public body are entitled 
to their costs as between solicitor and client. On the application of 
plaintiffs’ counsel, leave of appeal was granted.—CounseL, Moulton, Q.C., 
and 4. J. Waiter ; Bousfield, Q.C., and J. C. Graham. Soutctrrors, Field, 
Roscoe § Co., for Pinsent § Co., Birmingham ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp ¢ Co. 

[Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law.] 
RANDT GOLD MINING CO. (LIM.) ». WAINWRIGHT. Kekewich, J. 
9th Nov. 


Company—Vo.tuntTary WHuInpINc urp—Vores—Ricut To VoTre—SHARES 
Partty Pain up—CaLLts—Non-PAYMENT OF CaLLS—ForFreITURE—SALE 
or SHAREs. 


This was a motion in an action on behalf of the plaintiff company, 
asking, inter alia, for an injunction to restrain the defendant Wainwright 
until the trial of the action or until further order for acting or pretending 
to act as liquidator of the plaintiff company. The material facts were 
shortly as follows: In July, 1895, the plaintiff company was formed, 
having a capital of £80,000, divided into 80,000 shares of £1 each. These 
shares were subsequently ‘‘ split,’’ and the nominal capital of the company 
now consisted of 320,000 shares of 5s. each. It appeared from the 
company’s balance-sheet of the 30th of June, 1900, that at that date 
280,028 of such shares, had been issued, of which 148,021 were fully-paid, 
and that on the remaining 132,007 shares there were calls unpaid 
amounting to £3,497 14s. By a notice dated the 30th of July, 1900, 
purporting to be signed by the defendant Wainwright as secretary of 
the company, an extraordinary general meeting of the company was 
convened for the 8th of August, 1900, for the purpose, inéer alia, of 
passing a resolution that the plaintiff company be wound up voluntarily 
and for the appointment of the defendant Wainwright as liquidator. The 
meeting was held on the 8th of August, 1900, and the resolution was on a 
shew of hands declared carried. A poll was then demanded, and the result 
was, at the adjourned meeting on the 19th of September, 1900, declared to 
be a majority of 19,000 in favour of the resolution. A protest was lodged 
egainst the inclusion of votes representing some 41,300 shares in the 
majority shewn by the poll. These shares in question were originally issued 
to and held by the African Gold Properties (Limited) as part-paid shares. 
That company subsequently went into liquidation and on calls being made 
on the shares failed to meet them. The shares were accordingly forfeited. 
The directors of the plaintiff company then sold the shares to the New 
Balkis and Eersteling Co. (Limited) for £150. Some portion of the unpaid 
calls had been recovered from the African Gold Properties (Limited), but 
about £3,000 still remained due. The certificate issued to the New 
Balkis and Eersteling Co. (Limited) stated that 3s. 4d. per share had 
been paid and that the remainder (ls. 8d. per share) had been called 
up and was payable by the South African Gold Properties (Limited), and 
that the New Balkis and Eersteling Co. (Limited) were to be deemed the 
holders discharged from all calls due. The New Balkis, &c., Co. voted 
with the majority in respect to these shares and it was only by their doing 
so that the resolutions were carried. The articles of association 
of the plaintiff company provided that if any member failed to 
pay any call or instalment of shares on or before the day 
appointed, the directors mighi serve a notice requiring payment in 

form therein set out, and, if the requisitions of this notice were not 
complied with, might forfeit the shares by resolution, and that any shares 
s0 forfeited should be deemed to be the property of the company, and that 
the directors might sell, re-allot, or otherwise dispose of the same in such 
manner as they might think fit. By article 17 it was provided: ** Any 
member whose shares have been forfeited shall notwithstanding be liable 
to pay, and shall forthwith pay, to the company all calls, instalments, 
interest, and expenses owing upon or in respect of such shares at the 
time of forfeiture, together with interest, and the directors may 
enforce the same - .’; and article 67 provides that ‘‘ No member 
shall be entitled to be present or to vote on any question either personally 
or by proxy or as a proxy for another member at any general meeting or 
upon a poll or be reckoned in a quorum whilst any call or other sum shall 
be due and payable to the company in respect of any of the shares of such 
member.”” The plaintiffs contended that there were calls or sums due on 
the shares now held by the New Balkis Co. and that consequently 
under article 67 their votes should not be allowed. The defendant 
contended that no call being due or payable by the Balkis Co., the votes 
in re-pect of the company’s shares should be allowed. 

Kexewicn, J., said: In my opinion the sums of money payable in 
—— of the shares purchased by the New Balkis and Kersteling Co. are 

due. It matters not that they may be no longer recoverable as calls ; 
they are sums payable in respect of the shares held by that company, and 
the holders of those shares are by article 67 of the articles of association 
the Randt Mining Co. not entitled to vote while any call or other sum 
shall be due or payable in respect of such shares. The result is that those 


gS 


liquidator on the ground that he was improperly appointed.—CounszL, 
W. Renshaw, Q.C., and Clauson ; W.R. Sheldon. Souicrrors, Hollams, Sons, 
Coward, § Hawksley ; Sanderson, Adkin, § Lee. 

[Reported by C. C. Hensuxy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DEVERGES v. SANDEMAN, CLARK, & CO. Farwell, J. 
14th and 15th Nov. 


Company—Suares—Mortreacs—Fivcrvuatineg Sxecurrry—Powszr or Sa.e 
IN MortGaGege. 


This was an action by a Spaniard, resident in Spain, against a firm of 
stockbrokers, claiming redemption of certain, shares in a gold mining 
company, or, in the alternative, damages for the wrongful sale of the 
shares. In July, 1897, the plaintiff instructed the defendants to purchase 
shares for him in the Central Boulder Gold Mines, and between that time 
and the following October they accordingly bought altogether 700 shares. 
The plaintiff furnished part of the purchase-money, but over £500 was 
found by the defendants on his behalf. In accordance with an arrange- 
ment between the parties the defendants caused the shares to be 
transferred into the names of two members of their firm, to be 
held by them for the plaintiff by way of mortgage to secure the balance 
of the purchase-moneys. On the 31st of August, 1897, the defendants wrote 
to the plaintiff: ‘‘ We have been expecting to receive from you the further 
remittance as promised by you to complete the amount due to us on the 
purchase of the shares which have been, as desired by you, registered in 
our names, and are, subject to the amount you owe us, plus interest to the 
next account day, the 15th of September, at your disposal. Should you not 
place us in funds by that date we shall deem ourselves at liberty to sell, at 
our discretion as to date and at the then market price, the shares we hold.’’ 
The plaintiff did not remit, and no further payments were made by him 
from the end of 1897, in spite of many letters and applications by the 
defendants. The company in September, 1898, went into liquidation for 
the purpose of reconstruction, and a new company took over its assets and 
undertaking. In June, 1898, the defendants received a circular letter 
from the company, which they at once sent on to the plaintiff, 
and which stated that the holder of the 700 shares in the old 
company was entitled to take up 1,050 shares in the new company 
upon payment of 3s. per share. The defendants impressed on 
the plaintiff that he must remit funds if he wanted to avail him- 
self of this arrangement. Having no answer from him, they took 
up the new shares themselves. In July, 1899, the plaimtiff applied 
to the defendants for an account and the defendants rendered one shewing 
a balance of £595 2s. 9d. owing to them and at the same time informed 
him that he had forfeited all right to any interest in the new company 
owing to his failure to provide the funds for taking up the new shares. 
The plaintiff alleged that the defendants had sold 300 of the shares 
without notice to him and that since the sale, which he submitted was 
wrongful, the price of the shares had gone up so that he had suffered loss 
by reason of 1t. The defendants admitted the sale and before action 
brought claimed to be entitled to the shares for their own benefit; butin 
their defence they stated that they were willing to account and they there- 
with delivered an account shewing a balance in the plaintiff’s favour of £55, 
which they brought into court. The plaintiff contending that the cale was 
wholly wrong, the action came to trial; the defendants submitted that as 
mortgagees of the original shares and after their repeated applications to 
the plaintiff they had been justified in selling: Re Morritt (35 W. R. 277, 
18 Q. B. D. 222), Wilson v. Tooker ((1714)1 P. Wms 261, 5 Br. Parl. 
Ca. 193), Lockwood v. Ewer (2 Atk. 303), France v. Clarke (31 W. R. 374, 
22 Ch. D. 830), Kemp v. Westbrook (1 Ves. sen. 278), Langton v. Witt (16 
W. K. 508, 6 Eq. 170). 

Farws 1, J., after stating the facts, said that the questions were, first, 
whether in the absence of an express power the defendants as mortgagees 
of the shares, having a legal title to them, had a right in law or in equity 
to sell the shares after a reasonable time had elapsed; second, whether 
there was by ment an implied power by sale. The law appeared to his 
lordship to be properly stated in the last edition of Coote on Mortgages, 
edited by the late Mr Gordon Robbins, at p. 275, where it was said that 
such a mortgagee, after the day for payment is passed, might sell without 
authority from his mortgagor or commencing a foreclosure action; the 
authority for that was Wilson v. Tooker (ubi supra), and it seemed plain to 
his lordship from both the judgment of Harcourt, L.C., in that case and 
the grounds on which the House of Lords there arrived at its decision that 
it was a well-known practice in London two centuries ago that the 
mortgage of stocks, being of a fluctuating value, carried with it an implied 
power of sale. His lordsnip adopted that view and applied the rule to the 
present case. The shares here were of a fluctuating nature, and a reason- 
able time had elapsed ; even if it were not so, he thought that the letter 
of the 3lst of August, 1897, from which the plaintiff had not dissented, 
gave the defendants a power of sale, and he was prepared to hold that there 
was an implied power of eale by agreement between the parties.—Counset, 
R. Wallace, QC., and Stutfield; W. H. Upjohn, Q.0., and Stewart Smith. 
Soxicrtors, LE. F. Weldon; Morley, Shirreff, § Co. 

[Reported by W. H. Dnaren, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BLACKPOOL MOTOR CAR CO. (LIM.). HAMILTON AND OTHERS »v. 
BLACKPOOL MOTOR CAR CO. (LIM.) AND BARROW. Buckley, J. 
14th and 15th Nov. 

Comrpany—Winpino ur—Sunsty—Fravupuient Prerexence—‘ Caxprror”’ 
—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 48. 


The plaintiffs sued upon a deed of the 7th of December, 1898, 
made between them of the one t, and the defendant com- 


y of the other part, by which the company agreed to indemnify 





votes were improperly counted and allowed in the poll. There will, there- 
fore, be an injunction restraining Mr. Wainwnght from acting as 
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behalf of the company, and to charge all the pase of the company 
as a security for the purpose. The defence was that the deed was void as 
a fraudulent preference under section 164 of the Companies Act, 1862, and 
section 48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, being entered into with a view to 
prefer the plamtiffs at a time when the company was insolvent. In reply 
to this defence the plaintiffs alleged that the deed was entered into in 
consideration of an antecedent liability on the part of: the company. 
The company was incorporated in July,. 1897. Shortly after its 
formation more money was required, and the bank of the company 
refusing to advance it on other terms, the four plaintiffs, who with two 
others were the directors, by deed dated the 20th of December, 1897, 
entered into a joint and several guarantee to the bank for the payment 
of sums to become due to the bank from the company up to £500. Under 
this guarantee the bank advanced £300 to the company. Subsequently 
the above-mentioned deed of indemnity was entered into. Later in 
December, 1898, the company went into voluntary liquidation, and the 
defendant Barrow was appointed liquidator. The bank pressed for 
payment of the overdraft and ultimately the plaintiffs paid part and part 
was paid into court. The plaintiffs alleged that there had been an oral 
agreement by the company previous to the deed of _——_ to indemnify 
them in respect of it. His lordship, however, found as a fact that there 
had been no such arrangement, and that the guarantee had not been 
entered into upon the faith of it. The plaintiffs also contended that in 
any case there was no fraudulent preference under section 48, as a surety 
was not a creditor under that section. 

Bucxtry, J.—It is contended that the case does not come within 
section 48, as ‘creditor’? there means a person between whom and 
the bankrupt the relation of debtor and creditor exists, and does not 
mean any person who is capable of proving as a surety for a contingent 
liability. But the case of Re Paine, Ex parte Reed (45 W. RB. 
190; 1897, 1 Q. B. 122) seems to me exactly in point. Vaughan 
Williams, J., there held that a creditor was a person entitled to 
prove, and that a surety was such a person, and that there might be a 
fraudulent preference by payment for the benefit of a person who has not 
yet been called upon to pay as surety. The case of Re Herepath § 
Delmar, Ex parte Delmar (7 Mor. 129) shews that here the directors could 
have proved for a contingent liability under section 37 of the Bankruptcy 
Act. The cases of Re Mills (5 Mor. 55, 36 W. R. big. 15) and Re Warren 
(1900, 2 Q. B. 138) only go to shew that where the payment was made to 
a person whom it was not sought to prefer you cannot treat it as a 
fraudulent preference to the person whom it was sought to benefit. In the 
case of Ex parte Kelly § Co., Re Smith, Fleming, § Co. (27 W. R. 830, 
L. R. 11 Ch. D. 306) the bank were considered as trustees of the money paid. 
Ex parte Stubbings (29 W. R. 653, L. R. 17 Ch. D. 58), Ex parte Taylor, 
Re Goldsmid (35 W. R. 148, L. R. 18.Q. B. D. 295), and Sharpe v. Jackson, 
1899, A. ©. 419) are all cases where the payment was to replace trust 
moneys improperly appropriated by the trustee, and do not touch this 
case. I hold that the plaintiffs, the directors, were creditors of the 
company, and that the deed of the 7th of December, 1898, was void as a 
fraudulent preference.—CounszEL, H, TZerrell, Q.C., and M. M. Macnaghten ; 
Tindal Atkinson. Q.C., and J. Storry Deans. Soxtcrtors, Barton § Pearman, 
for J. H. Armitage, Leeds; Vincent & Vineent, for John Bowling § Sons, 
Leeds. 

[Reported by Nevitie Tessurt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


BROADBENT (Appellant) ». SHEPHERD (Respondent). Div. Court. 
15th Nov. 


Pustic HeattH—NvisaNnces—ABATEMENT—COoLLEcTOR or Rents—L1ABi.iry 
or CoLLEcror on AGENT As ** OwngR’’—Pusiic Heatrn Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 4, 94. 

Case stated by justices of the peace for the West Riding of the County 
of York. At the Uastleford Petty Sessions for the Upper Osgoldcross 
Division a complaint was preferred by the appellant on behalf of the 
Castleford Urban District Council, against the respondent as agent 
for one Mr. Doukersley, of Huddersfield, the owner of certain houses 
in Oastleford, under section 95 of the Public Health Act, 1875, that 
on the 7th of February, 1900, a notice was served on the respondent 
requiring him to abate a nuisance on the premises, and that he had 
made detault with the requisitions of the notice which required him to 
execute certain specified structural alterations. The justices heard and 
dismissed the complaint. It was sdmitted by the appellant that these 
nuisances were caused by structural defects. No attempt had been made 
by the appellant to ascertain the real owner of the property, and the 
respondent, the rent collector and agent, stated that he had never been 
asked for the name of the owner. ‘T'wo notices had been sent by post 
addressed to a Mr. Doukersley as owner and Mr. Shepherd (the respondent) 
as agent, and the letter addressed to the owner had been returned through 
the post as having been undelivered. It was contended by the appellant 
that the definition clause (section 4) of the Public Health Act, 1875 (not- 
Withstanding the special provision in section 94, which throws the 
responsibility of structural defects on the actual owner), included all 
agents and receivers and collectors of rent as owners, and relieved 
the appellant from the responsibility of ascertaining the ownership 
of the property. The justices were of opinion that it was not 
the intention of the Act to create two ownerships under the special pro- 
Vision in section 94, that the respondent was a were rent collector, and that 
the definition clause extending ownership to agents was only intended to 
apply where it was not inconsistent with the context ; that the definition 
use relied on by the appellant was governed by the earlier portion of it 


to the effect that: ‘‘ In this Act, if not inconsistent with the context, the 
following words and expressions have the meanings hereinafter assigned to 
them,”’ and that the appellant ought to have served the proper owner with 
the notice and summoned him for default. The justices therefore dis- 
missed the complaint on the ground that the respondent, who merely 
collected the rents for the owner, was not the ‘‘ owner ’’ within the mean- 
ing of the Act. The question for the court was whether *‘ owner’’ 
in that portion of section 94 of the Public Health Act which relates 
to structural defects includes a mere collector of rents or agent. 
The Public Health Act, 1875, provides (section 4), ‘‘In this 
Act, if not inconsistent with the context, the following words 
and expressions have the meanings hereinafter respectively assigned 
t» them: ‘Owner’ means the person for the time being receiving the rack- 
rent of the lands or premises in connection with which the word is used, 
whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for any other person, 
&c.’’? Section 94 contains the proviso: ‘‘ That where the nuisance arises 
from the want or defective construction of any structural convenience, or 
where there is no occupier of the premises, notice under this section shall 
be served on the owner.’”’ For the appellant it was now contended that 
the justices were wrong in holding that a mere rent collector was not the 
owner within the meaning of the section; that the definition clause 
(section 4) included for this purpose the person who collected the rents of 
the property and that the justices ought to have dealt with the case on the 
footing that the respondent, as being the person who collected tne rents, 
was the owner, as it had been held in Mayor, $c., of St. Helen's v. Kerkham 
(34 W. R. 440, 16 Q. B. D. 403,) that a collector of rents was the 
**owner ’’ for the purpose of liability for paviog expenses, and that if that 
were so with regard to paving expenses much more ought it to be so with 
regard to the abating of nuisances, and that this case had been frequently 
followed: Zuitenham Local Board vy. Williamson (62 L. J.Q. B. 322). The 
respondent did not appear. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Kennepy, J.) allowed the 


appeal. 
a Atverstong, 0.J.—I think this case must go back to the magistrates. 
For the purposes of the Act the person who collects the rents is capable of 
being owner within the meaning of the Act. The word ‘‘ owner”’ is 
defined in section 4, and that definition appears to have been held to 
include the person who collects the rents in a case in which the question 
was as to paving expenses. If so I certainly think it ought to be applied 
in the case of nuisances. I therefore think that this case must go back to 
the magistrates to be so dealt with. 

Kennepy, J., concarred.—CounseL, Maemorran, Q.C., and Scholefield. 
Soxtcrrors, G. 7. B. Thurnell, for Claude Kemp, Castleford. 

(Reported by Sir Suzrstow Baxen, Barrister-at-Law.} 


THE QUEEN v. STODDART. C.C.R. 17th May. 


Orimmnat Law—Berrinec—P.iace Usep ror Berrine on Horse-races— 
Covron Competitrion—Bertinc Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), s. 1. 


Case stated by Channell, J. The defendant, the proprietor of a weekly 
newspaper called Sporting Luck, was indicted at the Central Criminal Court 
under section 1 of the Betting Act, 1853, for having opened, kept, and used 
a certain office for the purpose of money and valuable things being 
received by and on her behalf as the consideration for undertakings 
to pay thereafter money and valuable things on events relating 
to horse-races. Each number of the newspaper contained the 
conditions of a competition, and a Jarge number of coupons to be filled in 
by the competitors; a large sum of money was offered to be divided 
among the persons who should correctly fill in on the coupons the names 
of the winning horses in certain specitied races. One of two coupons 
could be filled in and sent to the defendant’s officé free of charge; with 
each other coupon sent in a penny stamp had tobe forwarded. Large sums 
were received by the defendant by means of the stamps so sent in, and large 
sums were paid by her tothe successful competitors. In the issue of the news- 
paper on the 7th of September, 1900, it was stated that £46,000 had been paid 
in prizes since January. It was contended for the prosecution that the use 
of the office for the receipt of the money paid by the competitors was in 
contravention of section 1 of the Betting Act, 1853, and that Stoddart v. 
Sagar (1895, 2 Q. B. 474), a decision relating to similar transactions 
carried on by the defendant in the present case, could only be supported 
on the ground that the alderman had found that the facts would not sup- 
port the charge. The defendant relied on Stoddart v. Sagar, aud contended 
that section 1 of the Act of 1853 did not apply to the receipt of money 
unless it was received in respect of a betting transaction, which 
was not so in the present case. Channell. J., held that if the money 
sent in with the coupons was the consideration for the promise by the 
defendant to pay the prizes, depending as they did upon the events of 
horse-races, the case was within the statute; and the facts not being in 
dispute, he directed the jury to return a verdict of guilty, and stated this 
case for the opinion of the court. In addition to Stoddart v. Sagar, there 
were cited Caminader v. Hulton (39 W. R. 540), Reg. v. Hobbs (1898, 2 
Q. B. 64), and Hart v. Hay (87 Sc. L. R 652). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atvgrstons, 0.J., and Witis, Wricut, Kennepy, 
and Pu.imorxs, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 

Lord Atversrone, C.J., said that the facts came within the e ss 
words of section 1 of the Betting Act, 1853; he did not think Gan thoes 
words ought to be limited so as to apply only to betting transactions. 
But he could not see any difference between the transaction in the present 
case and oe peat ee for the Dey em of the — The extra 
penpies were because the defendant promised to e i 
them a sum of money in the event of his naming the right forsee.” Thee 
involved the elements of a bet. The consideration for the pennies was the 





promise to pay in the event of the guess being correct. He could not accede 
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to the argument that the payment of the money depended on the correct 
guessing and not on the event of the horse-races. Stoddart v. Sagar was 
not an authority against the view taken by the court. The alderman had 
there found that the facts did not bring the case within the statute, that 
the court had not laid it down that competitions of this kind could not in 
any circumstances amount to betting; and his lordship thought that 
Wright, J., had in his judgment reserved the question which arose in the 
present case. In Reg. v. Hobbs there was the broad distinction that there 
Was no promire by the defendant to pay money, and that no money 
was paid to the defendant, except in his capacity of custodian, aud 
Caminader v. Hulton was distinguishable on similar grounds. In the present 
— his lordship thought there had been a distinct infringement of the 
tute. 


Writs, J., said that it was argued that because later sections of the 
Act such as section 7 referred to ‘‘ making bets or wagers in manner 
aforesaid,’’ therefore the operation of section 1 was to be limited 
to betting transactions although the language was different; it would 
be as reasonable to say that because section 1 referred to different 
classes of transactions, therefore section 7, while mentioning only the 
making of bets or wagers in manner aforesaid, included all the 
transactions referred to in section 1. But the present was a clear case of 
betting. A competitor named certain horses in a certain order, and paid 
a certain sum (say £5) to the defendant; if the horses were not correctly 
named the defendant kepi the sum so paid to her; if they were correctly 
named she paid to the competitor the amount of the so-called prize (say 
£1,000) less the sum paid by him (viz., £995). It was clearly a bet of £5 
against £995. His lordship was glad that this view had received the 
sanction of the majority of the Scottish Court in Hart v. Hay. 

Waricut, Kennepy, and Putiumore, JJ., concurred. Conviction 
affirmed.—Covnset, Joseph Walton, Q.C, and Kershaw; Horace Avory. 
Soxicrrors, J. Stanley Kent; Malkin § Co. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE QUEEN v. SOWTER. Div. Court. 14th Nov 


EccresiasticaL Law—CuvurcnawarRDEN—ApMISSION BY ARCHDEACON DvuRING 
VISITATION OF BisHop—INHIBITION. 


Argument of r/c nisi to the Archdeacon of Dorset commanding him to 
admit and administer the declaration to 8. Vine as churchwarden of the 
parish of Winterborne Came. At the election of the people’s church- 
warden for the above parish held on the 7th of May last two persons, Mr. 
Vine and Mr. Passmore, were nominated. A dispute arose as to which of 
the two was elected. The question depended upon the right of the rector 
to vote at the election as a ratepayer in addition to giving his casting vote. 
On the 13th of July an application was made to the archdeacon to admit 
Mr. Vine, to which he replied that he was not in a position todo so. His 
refusal was based upon the ground that at the time the application was 
made the Bishop of Salisbury, in whose diocese the parish of Winterborne 
Came is, was holding his triennial visitation. It was alleged that the 
jurisdiction of the archdeacon to admit churchwardens was an inferior 
jurisdiction, and that during his visitation the bishop, according to custom, 
inhibited the archdeacon from ‘’ exercising his spiritual and ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction’ concerning, inter alia, the admission of churchwardens. 
This inhibition was relied on as an answer to the rale, and it was 
argued that the only authority who could admit a churchwarden 
during the bichop’s visitation was the bishop himself, and that 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re FOUR SOLICITORS. £x parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Div. Court. 6th and 21st Nov. 


Soxicrrors—ADMINISTRATION ACTION—SOLICITORS REPRESENTING CoNFLICT- 
1nG InTERESTs IN SAME ACTION—SHARING oF UNDISCLOSED Pxorits. 


This case came before the court on the report of the committee 
appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888. The application, dated the 4th 
of January, 1900, was made by Mr. T. E. Stephens alleging professional 
misconduct against the respondents in that they and other solicitors had 
acted in administration actions for parties whose interests conflicted, and 
that they had shared undisclosed profits. The matter was argued at 
length on the 6th inst. when the Court (Lord Atversronz, O.J., and 
Kennepy, J.) reserved judgment. On the 21st inst. the following 
judgment of the court was read by Kennedy, J. The facts of the case 
sufficiently appear in the judgment. 

Kennepy, J.—In this case the Statutory Committee of the Incorporated 
Law Society, charged with the investigation of certain matters of complaint 
made by Mr. T. E. Stephens against four solicitors practising in London— 
viz., three of the name of Lydall and one of the name of Letcher, have, 
after due inquiry, reported that they find all four guilty of professional 
misconduct within the meaning of the Solicitors Act, 1888. The matter 
has now been brought before this court by the committee in the usual way, 
and it becomes our duty to pronounce judgment upon it atter considering 
the report of the committee and the arguments in regard to the persons 
affected by it which have been addressed to us by their counsel. The 
correctness of the full and careful statement of facts upon which 
the committee base their finding is not impugned by any of 
the respondents in any material point, and we accept that state- 
ment. It is unnecessary to dwell upon the details of the transactions 
which it sets forth. They are summarized clearly and quite sufficiently 
for the purpose of our judgment to-day in its concluding paragraph. The 
committee there find that the respondent J. H. Lydall for many years past, 
and, since 1894, the respondents J. F. Lydall and H. W. Lydall also, 
introduced the respondent, M. J. Letcher, and other solicitors to act for 
parties in administration actions whose interest conflicted with those of 
the parties for whom the Lydalls were acting, and that in all such cases 
the respondents received from the solicitors introduced by them, agency 
on, or a share of, their profit costs without disclosing the fact. In our 
judgment, where solicitors represent conflicting interests in litigious pro- 
ceedings of any kind, any arrangement or understanding or practice whereby 
a share of the profit, whether called ‘‘agency”’ or by any other name, 
is paid by one of the solicitors to another, is wrong in principle and fraught 
with risk to the welfare of clients and to the administration of justice. It 
must—not infrequently—involve a temptation to him who receives a share 
of his opponent’s profit to neglect, if not to sacrifice, the true interest of 
his client, where the opponent is taking eteps which make costs for the 
common gain, according to such a practice, of both solicitors. It cannot 
be right that those who are paid to guard conflicting interests should enter 
into such pecuniary relations with each other as make it profitable to the 
legal representative of one of the interests to acquiesce, if not to assist, in 
needless and wasteful proceedings on the part of the representative of 
another interest. The temptation may be resisted, or the court may 
effectually intervene, and no harm may result; but the agreement or 
practice which creates such a temptation ought not to find a place 





the act of admission by the archdeacon was not a merely ministerial act ; 
the decision to the contrary in Rex v. Simpson (1 Str. 609) did not appear | 
in the report of the same casein 2 Ld. Raym. 1379. In support of the | 
rule Zz v. Simpson was retied on, and it was contended that the jurisdiction | 
of the archdeacon was concurrent with that of the bishop, and that the | 
admission was a ministerial and temporal act which was not affected by an | 
inhibition relating to ecclesiastical matters: Prideaux’s Churchwardens’ 
Guide (16th ed.), p. 45, ¢t sey.; Burn’s Ecclesiastical Law, vol. 1, p. 406; 
Kez v. Harris (3 Barr. 1420) and Rex v. White (2 Ld. Raym. 1379) were 
aslo referred to. 

Taz Cover (Lord Arverstonz, C.J., and Kennepy, J.) made the rule 
absolute. 

Lord Atvrnstoxz, C.J., said that he had some hesitation in giving judg- 
ment in this matter, for he feared lest he should be giving utterance to 
some heresy. ‘The office of churchwarden was for many purposes a 
temporal one, and it was not disputed that the admission of a church- 
warden was # ministerial act. It was imposable to take the view that 
there had been 4 mistake in Strange’s Reports of the case of Mex v. 
Simpson, which had been for many years treated as an authority that the 

ion of churchwardens was not the subject of inhibition as the office 
Was a temporal one. There was good sense in holding that an inhibition 
did not affect the admission to such an office. Lex v. Simpson was, 
therefore, an authority binding upon the court that a bishop had no right 
to inbibit the archdeacon from the act of admitting churchwardens to 
their office. 

Kvyaxrvrz, J., agreed. 





No authority had been adduced to prevent the 


court fo the course pursued in Lez v. Simpson upon the ground 
stated in the report in 1 Strange. The question appeared to have arisen 
whether the Exclesiastical Court could settle the validity of an 


election of churchwardens, but it was held that the admission of 
churchwardens was 4 ministerial act and consequently that the validity of 
the election could not be disputed under it. it aleo appeared from the 
that this ministerial act could not be inhibited. Rule absolute. 
Covmert, L. T. Libdin; Edwardes Jone. Sorscrrous, Robins, Hay, Waters, 
& Hay ; Jenks, Baler, & Co. 
| Beported by T. B.C. Dirt, Barriater-at-Law. | 





in the work of a great and honourable profession. But whilst, in our 
judgment, the relation which such an agreement or practice produces 
between solicitors entrusted with conflictivg. interests is altogether, 
and in itself, objectionable and indefensible, the matter appears to 
us to assume a much more serious aspect, both practically and morally, 
if the agreement or practice is not disclosed ; and this the committee find 
to be the case here. The court and its officers are misled, and the 
corrective force of its supervision is impaired. The court is kept in 
ignorance of the fact that proceedings, which it rightly requires and 
assumes to be directed by independent and disinterested advice, may be 
dictated by a league of persons who oppore only in name and appearance, 
and not in fact. One of our colleagues in the Chancery Division 
in his judgment in Stephens v. Lydall, which is quoted in the report, 
has, in strong terms, reprobated such a vractice, and called atten- 
tion to evils which may result from it, especially where the interests 
of infants are involved in the litigation; and, m the present case, 


| the committee of the Incorporated Law Society, after a careful 


examination of the facts, have found that the respondents, in carrying 
on this practice of undisclosed profit-sharing with solicitors who repre- 
sented conflicting interests, have been guilty of professional mis- 
conduct. It is now our duty—and it is # painful duty—to say that 
we emphatically endorse the grave censure which that finding involves. 
Having come to this conclusion, we have anxiously considered how, in 
the exercise of our disciplinary powers, we ought to deal with these 
respondents. We bave decided to take a course which may perhaps seem 
to some to err on the side of clemency. In any case, before stating the 
considerations of mitigation which have helped to guide us, we feel it to 
be our duty to point out (although we eamestly hope that the warning 
is not n ) that if professional misconduct, such as that of whicn 
these respondents have been found guilty, is proved to have taken 
place after this public condemnation of it by this court, one of the 
principal matters of mitigation bere will not then exist. This is, so far as 
we are aware, the first occasion on which the court has bad to consider this 
particular kind of professional misconduct. We are glad to find that the 
committee are able to say not only that they had no proof adduced 
before them of the practice of which the respondents have been guilty, 
being, as the respondents asserted that it was, 1 common practice, but that, 














elder respc 
neither in 
been prov’ 
is, in the 
It would, : 
accurately 
propriety 
since conc 
misgiving! 
almost pet 
judgment, 
And it is f 
administr: 
carried on 
effect, an 
younger 
to be rig 
of which t 
father’s 0 
in the cor 
him, but | 
admitted 
more tha! 
of the ca 
responder 
order of 
younger « 
Lydall, a 
do pay 
the cost 
grave chi 
course of 
report th 
he was re 
of Mr. Li 
to him in 
of Mr. Li 


Bucknill 


for the 

books a 
and set 
of Justic 


Harriso 
French 
Warren 
Coles v 
Jenkins 

















0. 


IETY. 


FLICT- 
rs. 
nittee 
1e 4th 
ional 
3 had 
» and 
d at 
and 
wing 
case 


rated 
laint 
on— 
lave, 
onal 
atter 
way, 
ring 
sons 
The 
hich 
of 
ate - 
ions 
tly 
The 
ast, 
iso, 
for 
> of 
Ses 
icy 
our 
rO- 
by 
1e, 
ht 


re 
of 
he 
ot 


Nov. 24, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 45.] 63 





in the belief of the committee, that assertion is untrue, and no attempt was 
made before us to support such a contention. At thesame time, we have 
reason to fear that there have existed in the ranks of the profession, although, 
as we hope, within a very limited range, a certain laxity of habit in such 
matters, and a readiness to do work upon a profit-sharing basis 
when the nature of the relative duties of the parties to the transaction 
makes it inherently vicious aud improper. There are, indeed, indications 
of that to which we refer in the evidence which is included in the report 
of the committee. Whilst this fact is, of course, no excuse for the 
respondents, and whilst, from the standpoint of public interest, it enhances 
the importance of a clear and strong condemnation in this court, it is, 
nevertheless, in our judgment, just, in dealing with these cases which are 
the first to admit 1t as an element of mitigation. It is not, however, the 
only element. We are bound, in our view, to give weight to the con- 
sideration that, while the practice complained of on the part of the two 
elder respondents had extended to several actions and over many years, 
neither in their case nor in the case of the two younger respondents has it 
been proved that a pecuniary mischief has resulted to a client. There 
is, in the case at least of some of the actions, evidence to the contrary. 
It would, no doubt, be very difficult, if not impossible, now to ascertain 
accurately, in such records and papers as may sti)] exist or otherwise, the 
propriety or impropriety of proceedings taken in admunistrative suits long 
since concluded ; and paragraph 19 of the report certainly inspires some 
misgivings. Still the jurisdiction which we are exercising is punitive and 
almost penal ; and in proceedings of such a nature the accused are, in our 
judgment, entitled, in a high degree, to insist upon strictness of proot. 
And it is fairto say, further, that the committee in regard to one of the 
administration actions expressly find that the proceedings had been 
carried on quite properly, and in regard to two other actions, report, in 
effect, an equally favourable conclusion. Lastly, in regard to the two 
younger respondents, Mr. J. F. Lydall and Mr. H. W. Lydall, we hold it 
to be right to consider, in mitigation of the professional misconduct 
of which they have been found guilty, that they are young menin their 
father’s office, who naturally would be influenced by tneir father’s example 
in the conduct of business, not only owing to their close relationship to 
him, but owing also to the fact that at the time when the elder son was 
admitted to the profession the father had been practising as a solicitor for 
more than thirty years. In these circumstances we think that the justice 
of the case will be met if we make, in the case of each of the two elder: 
respondents, John Hawthorne Lydall and Mark Jameson Letcher, wa 
order of suspension for three months, and in the care of the two 
younger of the respondents, John French Lydall and Herbert Wyckham 
Lydall, an order that they, as well as the two first-named respond ents, 
do pay the costs of the Law Society. We make no order sis to 
the costs of Mr. T. E. Stephens. He made a number of most 
grave charges against the respondents which were abandoned in the 
course of the inquiry; and, further, in the 14th (4) paragraph of the 
report that he was from time to time informed by Mr. J. H. Lydall tihat 
he was receiving as agency a share of the profit costs of Mr. Letcher and 
of Mr. Lidiard, and that half of such share was from time to time remitted 
to him in letters stating the sums remitted to be a proportion of the profit 
of Mr. Latcher’s and Mr. Lidiard’s costs respéctively. Judgment: acco:rd- 
ingly. Leave to appeal given, and judgments not to be enforced pending 
appeal if notice of appeal be given within one week.—CovunsEh, 4. H. 
Trevor ; Rawlinson, Q.U., and Mark Romer ; Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., Piekfurd, 
Q.0., and MacSwinney; C. E. Jones; R. EB. Moore. Soxicrrons, S. P. B. 
Bucknill ; Lewis §& Lewis ; Lydall §& Sons ; M. J. Letcher. 
[Reported by E. G. Srittwe.t, Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxper or Court. 
Saturday, the 17th day of November, 19. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice : 


Kekewich, Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. Justice Farwell, and Mr. 
Justice Joyce respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the camees 
assigned to Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Cozens-dardy, and Mr. 
Justice Farwell, should, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, be 
transferred to Mr. Justice Joyce ; now I, the Kight Honourable Hardixge 
Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do- 
hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in the schedules 
hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice Kekewiehb 
Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, and Mr. Justice Farwell to Mr. Justice Joyee 
forthe purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the canee 

ks accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar, 
and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court 
of Justice. 

FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexrwicn. 
Harrison v Laycock 1900 H 2,062 Oct 5 
French & Co Idv Lea 1900 F 991 Oct 11 
Warren vy Chapman 1900 W 680 Oct 19 
Coles v Coles 1899 C 4,216 Oct 22 
Jenkins y Rees 1899 J 1,947 Oct 26 
SECOND SCHEDULE, 
From Mr. Justice Cozans-Hanvy. 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The 'I'r aneatiantic 

ius’: aad Agency Assoc. ld. motion (entered in Wi mese List) 





Tweedie v Oxley 1900 T 915 Aug 17 
Peacock v Guest 1900 P 563 Aug 28 

Jones v H. Lovibond & Sonsld. 1900 J 1,208 Sept 4 

Paine & Cold. v Bradshaw 1900 P 1,267 Sept 24 

Lowenstein & Co v Levy & Nephews 1899 L 2,410 Oct 10 

Gorringe v J. G. Dunn (trading, &.) 1900 G 1,903 Nov2 

Cavendish Investment Building Society v Breskal 1900 C 3,271 Nov2 
Ashworth v English Card Clothing Cold. 1899 A 1,180 Novs 
Martin vSpencer 1900 M 3,650 Nov9 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Farwe.u. 


Bradford Dyers Assoc ld v Bury 1899 B 2,302 Aug 16 

Hughes v Hicklin 1900 H 59 Aug 21 

Hopkins v H. Tomlin & Co 1900 H 2,668 Oct8 

Home and Colonial Stores 1d v Colls 1900 H 2,797 Nov2 

In re Humby Humby v Saunders motion to vary (entered in Witness 
List) Nov 5 Hatssvury, C. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Monday called to the bar : 

Lincoun’s-1NN.— Walter Hardwick Christopher Minns, of New College, 
O xford; Charles Nicolas Barbam, of Wymering Theological College and 
T Iniversity College, London; William Ewart Greaves, of Keble College, 
()xford, B.A., Thomas Mandeville Emerson Armstrong; Walter Wilson 
‘Renshaw, of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, B.A.; James Elwin Cokayne 
Adams, of New College, Oxford, B.A.; George Selborne Cowie, of New 
College, Oxford; Arthur Noel Kenion, of Clare College, Cambridge ; 
Sidney William Phipson Beale, of Trinity College, Oxford, B.A.; Nigel 
Somers Lewis, of Balliol College, Oxford, B.A. ; William Holding, jun., 
of St John’s College, Oxford, B.A. ; Mir Alam Khan, of Christ’s College, 
Cambridge; Henry Hatfield; John Charles Denmead, of Emanuel 
College, Cambridge, M.A. ; Romril James Robert Goffin, Fellow of Jesus 
College, Cambridge, M.A., LL.M. ; Karm Narain, of the Punjab Univer- 
sity; William Knox-Johnson, of Merton College, Oxford; Raymond 
Herbert Roope Reeve, of Hobart; Russell Elliot Macnaghten, of King’s 
College, Cambridge. 

Inner Tempte.—Richard Bayly Murphy, B.A., Dublin, holder of a 
Certificate of Honour awarded Michaelmas, 1900; Frederick Dornhorst ; 
Syed Alay Mahomed, Cambridge; Alastair Douglas Macdonald, B.A., 
Cambridge ; William Done Bushell, B.A , Cambridge; Pelham Francis 
Warner, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Francis Wood, B.A., Oxford ; Douglas 
Hope Johnston, B.A., Cambridge ; the Hon. Edward Reginald Lindsay, 
B.A., Oxford; Paul Ernest Sandlands, B.A., Cambridge; Lionel Bowes 
Dunn, B.A., Oxford; Thomas Armstrong White, B.A., Oxford; Charles 
St. John Wallace Nicholson, B.A., Oxtord; William Hobart Houghton 
Thorne, Cambridge; John Ernest Allen, B.A., Oxford ; William Smith 
Kennedy, LL.B., Cambridge ; Henry Holmes Joy, B.A., Cambridge ; and 
David Grainger Chaytor, B.A., Dublin. 

Mipptz: Texriz.—Hugh Antony Wilford; John Davidson Hobson, 
Balliol College, Oxford, B.A., First Class Final School of Juri-prudence ; 
Reginald Bruce Fellows, M.A., Trinity College, Cambridge; Mervyn 
Campbell Stephen, B.A., Trinity Hall, Cambridge; Harold Cooke 
Gutteridge, B.A., King’s College, Cambridge; Patrick James Blair, 
Advocate of the Scots Bar, M.A., Aberdeen University, LL.B., Edinburgh 
University ; Peter John Boland; Maurice Ignace Victor Marie Joseph 
Théry, Avocat-Licencié en Droit; George Hopwood Hume. 

Gray’s-rvn.— William Gabriel Allen Grell, of Port of Spain, Trinidad, 
in the West Indies; Dara Sapurji Sethna, M.A., of Bombay University, 
advanced student in law of Cambri University ; Percy Edwin Barton, 
of Stuart-house, Mount-road, Hendon; Hukam Chand Kapoor, B.A., 
LL.B., of Cambridge University ; Martin O’Connor, of 18, Victoria-road, 
Upper Norwood ; John Poyntz Parcell, clerk in the Land Registry Office, 
ot Glebe-lodge, Blackheath, Kent; lnooganty Sreeramulu Naidu, of 
Secunderabad, Haidarabad, Deccan, India; Louis Henricus Susew Pieris, 
of Colombo, Ceylon. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Hoxron Saurrn, Q.C., has been appointed Dean of the Chapel at 
Lincoln’s-inn, the Lory Cuter Justice bas been appointed Keeper of the 
Black Books, and Sir Epwaxp Crarxs, Q.C., Master of the Walks, 

Mr. F. W. Quant Honrow, of the firm of Messrs. Rundle & Hobrow, of 
Portland House, Basinghall-street, E.C., has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner to take Acknowledgments of Married Women in the City 
and County of London and County of Middlesex. Mr. Hobrow was 
admitted in 1881. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrions, 








The partnership hitherto existing between Mr. KE, Axurxcerr Warrs- 
vovse and Mr. Cuartas Jerome, under the style or firm of Jerome, 
, Whitehouse, & Co., has been dissolved as from Nov. 10, dy mutual 
consent. Mr. Whitehouse will henceforth practice at Jewry House, Old 


Jewry, E.C. 
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‘Cuaries Porsonny Witmer and Epmunp Wurrsiock Regvzs, solicitors 
(Wilmer & Reeves), 11, New-court, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
Sept. 8, 1898. [ Gazette, Nov. 16. 





GENERAL. 


The Treasurer and Benchers of the Inner Temple will give an At Home 
and smoking concert n their hall to the members of the inn on Friday 
evening, the 30th inst. 


It is announced that the committee appointed to erect a memorial to the 
late Lord Chief Justice of England, in the form of a statue for the Law 
Courts and of a replica of Mr. Sargent’s portrait, to be offered to the 
National Portrait Gallery, have received subscriptions to the amount of 
over £600, ranging from one to 100 guineas. The committee wish to make 
it known that no subscription is too small to be received. 


At the Mansion-house police-court, on the 15th inst., Mr. John Greenfield, 
solicitor, was, says the Zimes, charged on a warrant with that he in or about 
July, 1898, being an attorney and being entrusted with money and valuable 
securitiesof the value together of £960 8s. 3d., belonging to Eliza Ellrington, 
for safe custody, did convert the same to his own use and benefit, and he was 
further charged with that he being entrusted with the rame money and 
valuable securities with a direction in writing to apply the same and the 
proceeds thereof for a purpose specified in such direction did, in violation 
of good faith and contrary to the terms of that direction, convert the same 
to his own use and benefit. The Lord Mayor adjourned the case fora 
week, admitting the prisoner to bail in two sureties in £500 each, or one 
surety in £1,000. 


At a largely-attended meeting of the Incorporated Council of Law 
Reporting for England and Wales, held at Lincoln’s-inn on Tuesday, says 
the Times, the resignation of the chairman, Mr. Crackanthorpe, Q.C., was 
announced. Mr. Crackanthorpe was vice-chairman for five years before 
his election in 1898 as chairman. The council, on the motion of the 
Attorney-General, unanimously passed a resolution expressing their 
thanks to the retiring chairman for the time and attention he had devoted 
to the affairs of the council and for the great services he had rendered 
during the seven years he had held office, and their regret at his intention 
to sever his connection with their body, of which he had been a member 
since 1892. On the motion of Mr. Bosanquet, Q.C. (Common Serjeant), 
Mr. Warmington, Q.C., was unanimously elected chairman of the council. 


A case (Keys v. Konkel) recently decided by the Supreme Court of 
Michigan involved, says the Albany Law Journal, the novel question 
whether a dead human body was a personal chattel, recoverable in replevin. 
The plaintiff’s brother died in a hospital, and, by the request of the 
hospital authorities, the body was taken in charge by the defendants, who 
are undertakers. After the defendants had properly performed some 
service in preparing the body for burial, the plaintiff demanded possession. 
Defendants refused to deliver, unless their charges were paid. In an action 
of replevin to recover the body, the court held that the action would not 
lie, under the statute authorizing such an action for the recovery of 
** personal goods and chattels,’”’ and providing—where the plaintiff fails in 
his case—for the return of the property or its value. ‘‘ It is apparent,’’ 
says the court, ‘‘ that no return of the property can be ordered in the case 
of a dead body, and it is equally true that its value in money can neither 
be appraised nor ascertained by a jury.’’ 

At the Bow-street police-court on Wednesday, Mr. Benjamin Greene 
Lake, was charged on remand with diverting a sum of £500, which he held 
as trustee, to his own use; and with converting to his own uee, with intent 
to defraud, two deposit notes for £1,600 and £1,100 respectively, which 
had been entrusted to his safe custody. Mr. Avory, for the prosecution, 
said he had now a farther charge to bring against the uccused for having, 
as the scle trustee under the will of Mr. St. John Jeffereyes, who died in 
Mareh, 1896, appropriated a sum of about £9,000 in Consols which belonged 
to that estate, and to which Miss Colthurst was entitled. Among other 
things the estate consisted of about £12,000 in Consols. A portion was 
sold out and in July, 1897, there was standing to the credit of 
the account at Child’s Bank, which was kept in the name of the 
deceased gentleman, about £9,000 or £10,000. On the 30th of October, 
1897, the defendant, after informing Miss Colthurst of his intention 
to reinvest the money in a mortgage, instructed the bank to sell out 
the Consols, and the proceeds, about £9,000, were placed to the credit of 
the trust account at the bavk. On the 10th of November following the 
defendant drew £9,000 from that trust account and paid it into the 
account of his firm. On that date the defendant and his late partner, 
George Edward Lake, drew a cheque for £16,000, with which they paid 
off some Kent Coal Field shares. Nothing was invested in the mortgage 
until the 20th of January of the following year. Then only £8,000 was 
invested, leaving £1,000 still in the hands of the firm. That was on the 
assumption that it came out of the £9,000 which had been appropriated ; 
but it did not, in fact, come from that money at all. It would be shewn 
that, in order to supply the £3,000, another trust estate, belonging to a 

named Cavendish, who at the time was travelling abroad, was 
robbed. Mr. Avory added that he also proposed to charge the defendant, 
under section 76 of the Larceny Act, that he, being entrusted with that 
£9,000, employed it for the purpose of paying nis own debts. The 
prisoner was remanded on the same bail 


For Turoat Inniration axp Covon ‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to sll suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Avvr-. | 
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-.-28 Godfrey Jackson Greswell 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 27.—Messrs. DeszennAm, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart. at 2:- 
New Bond-street (at the corner of Grafton-street and near Piccadilly): Busines 
mises, held from the Corporation of the City of London at a ground-rent of £9 pe 
annum, renewable in pao, and let at £945 per annum. Solicitors, Mesn 
_ Thorowgood, ‘fabor, & Hardcastle, London. (See advertisement, Nov. 17, p. 5.) 
Nov, 28.—Mr. Cuas. P. Wuiretey, at the Mart, at 2:— Barnes, St. Ann’s (formerly th 
a eg Freehold Mansion and five acres of grounds. (See advertisement, 
ov. 17, p 6. 
Nov. 30.—Messrs. E. & 8, Suiru, at the Mart, at 2:—Crouch End: Honse and Shop, new 
Broadway; let at £30. Solicitor, G. A. Hall, Esq., London.—Muswell-hili: fight 
attractive modern Residences, in main road, near station; total rentals £420 pm 
annum. Solicitor, H. 8. ht Gregson, Esq., London.— Bowes Park, N. : Fr 
Ground-rents, £25 4s. Solicitors, Messrs. Whittington, Son, & Barham, London. (8s 
advertisements, this week, p. 4.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. H. BE. Fosrrr & Crayriecp sold at the Mart, on the 2ist inst., a Freehold 
Ground-rent of £4:0 per annum for £16,500. 

Messrs. U. C. & 1’, Moore sold. at the Mart, on Thureday last, the Leasehold Shop and 
House, No, 20, 8+. Mark’s-road, Fulham, for £345; two Dwelling-houses in Turner's 
road, Bow, at £420 and £430 respectively; a Freehold Shop in the Mile End-roai, 
ey A ; iy Leaseholds in Calverley-street, Mile Knd, £2,010, ‘I'he result of the day’s sak 
was £4,225. 






















WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Novy. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwirep 1n Caancery. 

Goutp Fig ps or Sineria Synpicate, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
28, to send ir names and addresses, and the i of their debts or claims, t 
Thomas William Welisted, Broad st House, New Broad st 

H. Fretcuer & Co, Limireo—Creditors are required, on or before Saturday, Dec 1, 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David 
Thomas Bardsley, 12, Stanley rd, Halifax. Wilkinson, solor for liquidator 
umBER Cius, Limitep wv bond are required, on or before Dec 25, to send their names 
= ~jomee and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. H. Hewitt, 10, Riby sq, 

msby 

Las Encrnas Gotp Mises, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 18, directed to be 
heard on Nov 28, ter, 87, Coleman st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 27 

Murvat Fire Insurance Corroration, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 81, to send tt eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Alfred Charles Woodroffe Roge:s, Temple bldgs, Albert st, Nottingham 

Siam Co, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 17, to send their names and 
addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Kitham Jobnson, 110, 
Cannon st. Ingle Holmes & Soas, Broad et House, solors for liquidat or 

81am Exrtorine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Eltham 
Jobnson, 110, Cannon st, Ingie Holmes & Sons, Broad st House, solors for liquidator 

Waino Hyoravric 8tuicine anp Waren-race Co, Limirep (1x LiquipatTion)—Creditorm 
are required, on or before Dec 41, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debta or claims, to Harold E. Barham, College hill chmbrs. Kimbers & Boat- 
man, 79, Lombard st, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Bairaynia Faiznpiy Society, 87, Gildart st, Liverpool. Nov 7 
Buaprooxe New Co-operatives Society, Limirep, 1, High st, Bugbrooke, Northants, 


Nov 8 
a 77 Hitt Taveay Sick anv Divipesp Socigery, 154, Hockley Hill, Birmingham. 
ov 
Victoria City Lopez, U.A.O. Druips, Viaduct Temperance Hotel, Carlisle. Nov 8 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 20. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep us Omanomny. . 


Axyato-Ivpiay anp Amenicay Bay, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 13, 
di: ected to be heard on Noy 28. W.J. & BE, H. Tremellen. 33, Uhancery jane, solors fut 
petner. Notice of must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Nov 

ArtTuur Cakepreap & Co, Limitrep—OCreditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send 
their pames acd addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to F 
Rowley, 34 and 36, Gresham st 

Cuaaies Francis, Son, & Co, Limrreo—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addreszes, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
Plews, 24, Rood Jane 

Havvow & Unny, tymitev—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 18, to send their 
pamex and addresses, and particulars of their cebts or c aims, to Robert Mcleod, 33, 
Old Broad +t, Wilkinson & Co, 12, Nicholas lane, solors to liquidator 

Hovcxs Paints, Liniren (1x Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 17, to feat pavtomace of their debts or claim to William M. Neild, él, Port- 
land st, Manchester Axton & Co, Manchester, solors to liquidators 

Ke.ereetow Baeweny Co, Linirep (tx Liquipation)— tors are required. on or 
before Dee 4, to send names and addresses, and the particulars of ther debts of 
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daims to Charles Frederick Finney, Central bldgs, 41, North John st, Liverpool. Boydell 
& Taylor, Chester, solors to liquidator 
Muze & Co’s Marcarine, Limirep (1x Votustary LiqurpatTion)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 30. to send their names aad addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Sidney Adams, 11, Queen Victoria st. Q' 
Victoria st. solor for liquidator 
New BuirronTzin Mrxine Co, Lourep (1x _LiqurpatTion)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 20, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
‘daims, to Hyam Abrahams and Francis Marshall, 6}, Austin 
Angel ct, Throgmorton st, solors for liquidators — 
Taouas Guest & Co, Limrrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their 
names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or debts or claims, to Walter 
r, Phoenix [ron Works, Poland st, Oldham rd, Manchester Manchester, 
= to liquidator 
Watsn, Asquitn, & Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 16, directed to be 
heard on Nov 28. Helliweil & Co, 51, Aldermanbury, solors to petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Nov 27 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 
CrapLey Hearn anv District Co-orgrative Society, Limrep, 196, High st, Cradley 
Heath, Brierley Hill, Staffs. Nov 12 
Dvawam OnpER oF AncreNT Frer Garpenens’ Frignpiy Socrery, Castle Hotel, Silver st, 
Durham. Nov 9 
Graxyp Lopce No. 1, Mertuyr Uniry, Paicantnroric Institution Society, Globe 
Tavern, Merthyr Tydfil, Glam. Nov 12 
SuipsouRNE Bensgrit Society, New Inn, Shipbourne, Tonbridge, Kent. Nov 12 


wes & Sons, 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cvatm. 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, Nov, 6. 
Ayprews, Josrpu Witt1am, Cromford, Derby Dec2 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead 
Barker, Joun Turopors, 8t James rd, Surrey, Architect Nov 21 Borrowdale, Croydon 
Bivst, Cuantes Hargis, Banbury, Oxford Dec 3 Cope & Co, Gt George st, 
Westminster 

Borrox, Joun, Warrington Dec10 Longland, Warrington 
BorrowLEy, SAMUEL, Southport Nov 29 Longbotham & Sons, Hebden Bridge 
Bower, Ratps, Wilms ow, Chester Dec 11 elsh & Sons, Manchester 
Buppet, Saran AMELIA, 8t Marv Church, Devon Dec4 Foster, Torquay 


ea me Lieut Col Sir Fraeprrick Taomas Anruur, Somborne Park, Hants 
1 


Hicxmort, Cates, Dec 22 Boulton & Co. Le eg sq 

Hircuines, JoszpHa Any, Tavistock, Devon Dec 21 ‘Ma vistock 

Hopson, Gzorcr, Manchester, Accountant Nov 27 Mann & Rooke, Manchester 
Hore, Constaxce Metvitiz, Gt Crosby, Lancs Dec 18 Monkhouse, Liverpool 
Howazp, Tuomas, Warrington Nov 30 Steel, Warrington 

Huspurizs, Jonn Srevens, South Shields Dec8 Hannay, South Shields 

Jay. Mantua, Folham Dee 10 Withall & Co, Victoria st 

jor-General Sir Staxnorz Wi t.iam, CB, Southsea Dec 2i Prior, Ports- 


re eee 

mou 

Layz, WILiiamM powann, Seat, Hants, Builder Dec 22 Way & Son, Portsmouth 

Lorp, Witiiam Luprtox, x Dec8 Boocock, Halifax 

Mozuey. Ropert, Halifax Dec 22 Storey &Co, Halifax 

OLLERENSHAW, James, Godley, Chester Dec 12 Drinkwater & Co, Hyde 

Payne, Ann, Spalding, Lincoln Nov 23 Hall. S é 

Rawson, Jonx, Cartmel, Lancs Nov 30 Tyson, Dalton in Furness 

Rickarps, FREDERICK Sran.ey, Alfreton, Derby Nov 30 Stone & Symonds, Wirke- 
Wo 

Rooss. Stersen. Rhyl, Flint Dec 1 Gamlin & Williams, Rhyl 

Ross, Capt Gzoncr Eanzst Avoustvs, Collingham gdns, Kensington Dec 7 
Gt Winchester st 

Rupe, Emma, Tenby, Pembrokes Dec8 Robert & Co, Tenby 

Sacus, Hermann, Berlin, Germanv, Merchant Dec7 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing In 

SaLmon, Bensamin, Stoke Ferry, Norfolk, Farmer DecS Mellor, Downham Market 

—, —_ or G ~~ a, = _ eae 15 = a Redruth 

TEDIFORD, WILLIAM, Liverpoo! uiggin & Bros, Liverpool 

SuTtoxs, Louisa Ann, Gt Berkham Dee 22 Patersons & Co, Lircoln inn fields 

Tittett, Victoria, Ampton st y’s inn rd, Dec 8 Harmer & Ruddock, Great 
Yarmouth 

Totson, Anxiz. Dewsbury, York Jani Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Warp, Frepericx Peterson 8tJohn’s Wood Dec 20 Byrne, Surrey st 

Wenrueim, Josers, Frankfort, Germany 10 Rebders & Higgs, Mincing In 

Wit, Louis Beryuarp Curistian, Queen Victoria st, Merchant Dec 25 


Norfolk st. Strand 
Woop, Mary, Mansfield. Notts Dec7 Alcock, Mansfield 
Bedwell, Scarborough 


Woopath. CHARLES WiLtiam, Scarborough Dec 9 
Wratrt, Ettex, Wargrave on Thames, Berks Dec7 Jessop, Wargrave 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 138. 
Asucrort, Peter, Golborne, Lancs, 8tone Mason Dec 12 Widdows. Leigh 
Avstix, WiLt1am Hensert, South Hackney, Clerk Nov *0 Stones & Co, Finsbury circs 
Bayuas, Joserx Jouy, Methwold, Norfolk. Auctioneer DecS Mellor, Downham Market 


Kerly & Co, 





White, 





Cany, Hasnan BEAveEn, Preston, Brighton Dec7 Clarke & Cane, Brignton 

Dovirox, James, Wraysbury, Bucks Dec15 Vandercom & Co, Bush la 

Dearpen, ABRAHAM, Hebden Bridge, Yorks Dec1 Sager & Co, Hebden Bridge | 

Fasp, Tuomas, Cavendish rd, 8t John’s Wood, RA Dec 24 Emanuel & Simmonds, | 
Finsbury circus | 

Gazsurt, Henny, Sutton Coldfields, Ware ick Dec15 Mogford, Birmingham 

Garpiner, WititaM Dunpas, Bath Dec8 Amos, Gt Marlborough st 

Garxe, Ropert, Aldsworth, Glos, Farmer Nov 23 Blyth & Co, Gresham House, 
Broad st 

Gress, Vicary, Bristol, Buteher Dec 12 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Hat, Louisa Ex1za Giipert, Bath Dec 8 - Simmons & Co, Bath 

HaA.iiweE.i, Barker, Liverpool, Hotel Proprietor Decl Woosnam, Newtown 

Horxins, Mary Ann, Cardiff Dec 5 Thomas, Cardiff 

Jones, Harry, Iver, Bucks, Carpenter Jan2 Last & Goodford, Windsor 

Kivert, Grorcr, Manchester Decl Boote & Co, Manchester 

Lveas, James, Lawton, Chester, Mining Engineer Nov 26 Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Morris, Wiit1aAmM, Newtown juxta Birmingham, Metal Dealer Dec 18 O’Connor, 
Birmingham 

Pack, ADELAIDE, Wimbledon Decl Janson & Co, College hill 

Pr aay one Gt Crosby, Lancs, Soap Manuafacturer Dec 7 Northkirk & Cornett 
uiverpoo ; 

Pickermna, W1L11AM, Sheffield, Provision Werchant Dec 15 Branson & Son, Sheffield | 

Prorritr, James Humeurey, Aston, Birmingham, Commission Agent Decl Lane & Co, 
Birmingham 

Pucu, Emma, Chislehurst, Kent Novy 30 Winter & Co, Bedford row 

Rusuton, Epwarp, Chelsea Nov 30 Woosnam & Smith, Chancery la 

Russgi., Frances Evizaseta, Upper Hamilton terr Dec3 Lee & Co, Birmingham 

Russe.t-Astiey, Rosatinp ALICIA Fraykianp, Chequers Court, Buckingham Dec 10 
Chapman & Co, Henrietta s:, Cavendish sq 

Sauvet, Sir Saut, Bart, KC & G, UB, Kensington De:10 Light & Galbraith. Victoria st 

Sarrvieip, Dame Priscriia Isanetia Lavra, Ascot, berks Dec3 Lawrence & Co, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Simrson Jouy, Barton, nr Preston, Farmer Nov 30 Clarke & Co, Preston 

Sinctain, Doveias, Heawall, Chester D-cl Grierson & Mason, Liverpool 

Sreppy, Stewart, Southport, Lancs Dec 14 Mawson, Southport 

ener ~ nee Joun, Letterstone, Pembrote, Farmer Nov 24 Morgan & Richardson, 
Jardigan 

Tare, Joan Benny, Flaxby, York, Farmer Dec 15 Kirby & Son, Knaresborough 

Tayior, Jonn, Ryton on Tyne, Durham Dec 25 Brown. Blaydon on Tyne 

Tranny, Joun, Leeds, Mantle Maker Dec8 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 

Tennant, AGNEs, Margate, Kent Nov 25 Sankey, Margate 

Tennyson, Bertram, Kensington Nov 30 Collver- Bristow & Co, Bedford 10W 

Tov, Henry, Eastcheap Nov 30 Bruce & Co, Edinburgh 

Wen, susan, Clifton on Teme. Worcester Dec 15 Hughes & Co, Budge row 

West, Mary Ann Tuorp, Stamford Hill Dec1 Dickeon & Co, Ainwick 

Warr, Wiit1am, Edgbastun, Printer Dec 1 Elainger, Birmingham 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Novy. 9. 
Atuinsox, Fanny Virtus, Plumstead Nov 30 Crosaman & Co, Theobald’s 1d 
Banuam, Josxrra Joux, Methwold, Norfolk, Auc:iomer Dec 8 Mellor, Downham | 


old | 





et 
Banyes, Thomas Brapsury, Badby, Northampton Dec15 Roche, Daventry 
Beare, Jans, Yeovil, Builder Dec7 Newman & Co, Yeovil 
Berrs. Eowarp Wiseman, Norfolk. Farmer Jani Stevens & Co, Norwich 
ak so Henry, Aldeburgh, Suffolk Dec 8 Irvine & Borrowman, Hart st, 
in 
Boxp, SusANNAH, Kings Heath, Worcester Dec2é Jevons & Co, Birmingham 
Boswetu. Corxutivs JELLY, Enfield Dec 10 Diaon & Co. Martin's In 
Boris, ALuert Epw anv, Peckham Deo 10 Holdsworth & Payne, O0.d Serjeants’ inn 
Burrerworru, Berry, Bardsley, nr Ashton under Lyne. Lancs Decl Clayton & Son, 
Arhton under Lyne 

Cuapwick, Hannan. Rochdale Deo 10 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 
Ciksurme, Many ANN. Cheltenham Dee 31 Griffiths & Co, Cheltenham 

LE, JaAN®, Sampford Spiney. Devon Dec 21 Chilcott & Chilcott, Tavistock 
Covssens, Davin. Hastings Deo 14 Morgan, Hastings 

X, James, Hastings Dec 14 Morgan, Hastings 
eer ze AvLexanper Ronert, Bromley, Kent Dec? Frere & Co, Lincoln's inn 

elds 
Davsox, Manwoon, Live : speare < verpool 
" rpool, Shipping Agent Dec25 Shake & Co, Liv 

Donps, Rauru, Forest Hili Deo 10” Carter & Bell, Idol lane 

so. Clara Many, Birkdale, Jan1 Jackson, Liver 
E DIsON, Ronerr WituiaM, Manor adel, nr Leeds Dec 24 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
gy Joun, Balham Dec4 Taylor, Linooln’s inn fields 
Hat Franors Biizanetu Mania, Uckfield, Suseex Deo 24 Eland & Co, Trafalgar aq 

ALLIWELL, Barker, Liverpool, Hotel Proprietor Dec1 Wooanam. Newtown 
imax, Louisa Emma, {ytham Deo 15 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 

RRIOT, i Newcgstie upon Tyne, Provision Merchant Deo} Stanford, Newcastle 

Upon Tyne 





| Get, Miss Evizasern, St Leonards onSea Dec 10 





Bisnor, Henry, Bacup Nov 30 Reed & Wayman Downham Market 

Brows, Hanya, Nottingham Dec2i Martin & Pons, Notungham 

Coiz, Jane, Kensington mans Dec8 Smiles & Litchfield, Gracechurch st 
Coopgr, Gronce Murray, Ipswich Dec10 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 
CosTELLoz, Mary Hospay, Dover Dec?i Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Drane. Mary Jaye, Didsbury, nr Manchester Dec 22 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Dent, Joszpn Waketield Dec2l1 Mason & So, Wakefield 
Dyson, Howarrtn, Nelson, Lancs Decl4 Steele, Burnley 

Ferauson, Rosert, Liverpool Dec1 Baworth, Manchester 

Fraycis. Miss Carnouine Payor, Folkestone Decl0 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 

Freer, Joux, Hucknall Torkard, )ottingham, Licensed Victualier Dec 21 Martin & 


Sons, Nottingham 
Fishers. Essex st, Strand 
Gtiynx, Tuomas, Manchester, Letterpress Printer Dec 23 Ogden, Manchester 
Gopparp. Cuaries James, Old Ford rd, Silk Dyer Nov 8% Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 
GoopENoven, Josrrs, Panteg. Mon Jan 16 Bythway & Son. Pontrpool 
GraveLey, Groack, Wanstead, Essex Dec 10 Wainwright & Co, Staple inn 
Green, Grorcr, Ipswich Dec10 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 
bay Janz, Newton Abbot, Devons, Dairywoman Dec 24 Baker & Co, Newt m 
Abbot 
Hasiewoop, Tuomas. Gateshead Dec 31 Dixon, Gateshead 
Hays, Ricnarp Baxer, Ealing, ered Accountant Dee 13 
Andrew st, Hoiborn circus 
Hit, Cuarces Henry, Whalley Range, Manchester, Brewer Dec 10 Dixon & Linnell, 
Manchester 
Hitt, Jonn Lacey. Longsight, Manchester Dec 2% Ogden. Manchester 
Hitiier, ARTHOR EnGLanp, Preston Nov 20 Thompsoa & Oakey, Preston 
Hirx.: Wiiuiam, Harvidstone West, Pembroke, Farmer Dec 7 Scale, Portfield Gate, RS O 
Jonson, WitL1AM Watson Fish st hill, Coalbroker Jan t Corbould-Ellis, Ciemeats la 
Kay, Pavt, Cullingworth, York, Printer Dec1 Leach & Pickles, Halifax 
Krrxuam, Samus. Barlaston, nr Stoae, Staifs Decl Hol : 
Kysun, Joan antrsony, Dulwich Dec 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury cir 
LirtLe, Rostya, Uhadwick st Dec3 Aldous & Welfare, Coleman st 


Posuf.x & Co, &t 


| Margy, Wiitiam Evwarp, Sidcup, Kent UVecs Olivact, Side’ 


uu 
Macuean. Wiiiiam CR'onton Gt Yarmouth Dec8S Eilea & Holt, Gt Yarmouth 
Mison, Ricnarp Henry, Fiechleyrd Jan 10 Wood, Finsbary sq 
Narrne, Evizaseta Gueapart Southport Decl5 Parr & Co. Southport 
Neat, Witu1AM Marylands rd, Harrow rd Dec13 tbonncy, Chancery la 
Newson, Wiru1amM James, Dickenson rd, Crouch hill, Cabinet Maker Dec22 Fowler & 
Co, Clements In 
Noakes, Bexsamin, Highgate Jan8 Hubbard & So, Cannon st 
Owens, Exizanera, Pendinas Caerswa, Montgomery Nov 80 Poundley, Newtown 
Parry, Ricuarp Wriwiam, Brixton Dec 25 Gicks & Co, King st, Covent Garden 
Peck, Avice, Blackburn Dec 20 Lamb & Kpffin-Taylor. Liverpool 
Poi.arD, Joun 4xnrest, Colchester, Cab Goody & Sons, Colchester 
Porrer, Wittiam, South Croydon Deol7 scott, Chancery In 
Reapsr, Isaac, Brenchley. Kent Jan 15 &tome & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Ruopes, Cataraine, Woodford, Essex Deco 15 Coates. Wetherby, Yorks 
Sa.mon, Ben. amin, Stoke Ferry, Norfolk, Farmer Dec 8 Mellor. Downham Market 
tuaw, Mary any, Laithe, nr Pateley Bridge, York Deol0 Oddie, Pateley Bridge , 
Surru, Azreert Epwano, Liverpool Deey Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Svanyvon, Ronert, Leicester Jan 3i J & 8 Harris, L-icester 
Bre -— eeee, Halesowen, Worces’er, Licensed Victualler Nov 27 Cooksey, Old 
ul, staffs 
Trott, Atiok Groraina, Aberdare, G'am Dec 27 C & W Kenshole, Aberdare 
Werstwoop, Emma, Bow Dec 10 Waiawright & Co, Staple ina 
Wueatiey, Wittiam Hewvay, Loughton, Kssex, Dentist Dec 10 Wainwright & Co, 
Staple inn 
Waasaem, Joux Stewart, Highbury quadrant Dec 24 Partington & Allen, Man- 
cherter 
Wooprorp, Roserr Farepericx, Tothill st, Westminster, Provision Dealer Dec Si 
Rogers & Co, Victoria st 
Zacuanis, Issacnar, Brook st, Grosvenor sq Dec 22 Budd & Co, Bedford row 
London Gaszette.—Frivay, Nov. 16. 
Farmer Decl? Beil & Co, Bourne 
Woodm 


Anparw, Josrru, Bourne, Lincola, 
Broughton West, Lancs, 


Backnovuss, BaTEemay, onger Dec 5 Clark, 
Broughton in Furness 
Baryett, Henry Rosixsox, Moseley, Worcester, Bank Clerk Dec 31 Pointon, 


rmio wi 
Best, Wiiutam Rayvwer, Exeter Deo l9 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Buacxsuaw, Ropert, south Norwood, Samey, Licensed Victualler Dec 4 Binchell & 

Victona at, Westminster 

Boonne, Groner Norwich Decl? Goodchild, Norwich 
Bowrs, Fanxy Burzapern, Great Yarmouth Nov 30 Burton & Son, 
Cuarmanx, Eowarp, Harwich, Essex, Solicitar Dec 28 Richard & 
Covains, y, Cambridge Jan 4 Bowker & Weldon, 


Ania, Whittlese 
Cnieax, Ouanias ALexanper Ropsent, Bromley, Kent Dec? Frere & Oo, Lincoln's inn 


Great Yarmouth 
Harwich 
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Davres, Atrrep Bexnert, Southampton Dec 31 Damant & Sons, Cowes 

Dawsox, Eur, Newton Heath, nr Manchester Dec8 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Deattry. WitL1am. Cambridge sq. Hyde Park, CMG Dec15 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 

Ewscor, Jutia, Dorking, Surrey Dec15 Newland, Warwick st, Regent st 

Fisuer, Lucy Ayxe, Weston super Mare Dec8 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 

Fox, Jounn Woopnams, Tunbridge Wells Dec18 Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Foxwetu. Jonx Goitepce, Shepton Mallet Dec15 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 

G@reexaway, James, Wandsworth Dec 17 Mossop & Rolfe, Cannon st j 

Grunpy, KuizaBetH, Sunderland Dec16 Herbert, Sunderland ; 

Mosmpecs, Hargett, West End, Southampton Dee 13 Meredith & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Havitaxp, Hexry James, Kensington, MD Jani Black & Moss, Clement's inn, Strand 

Hrett, Ropert Jovan, Oxford, Farmer Dec 22 Brown, Burford, Oxon 

Horsrow, Exiza, Clarendon sq, 8t Pancras Dec 8 Burn & Son, Bell yard, Doctor’s 


Commons 
Hotsgo0ok, no Strathfieldsaye, Southampton, Farmer Dec 3 Chandler & Co, 
e 
Horproox, Joserx Epwanrp, Bramley, Southampton, Farmer Dec 8 Chandler & Co, 
e 
Jouxsox, Wittram Marrurw, King’s Lynn, Norfclk Nov 30 Partridge & Co, King’s 
L 


Sete, Aoeyes, Blackburn Dec 31 E & B Havrorth, Blackburn 

Kerrey, Mary, Blackpool Nov 30 Read, Blackpool 

Kine, Ricwarp, Alton, Southampton. Stationer -Jan1 Potter & Crundwell, Faraham 

Lees, EuizapetTH, Blackley, Lancs Dec? Parker & Ayre, Manchester 

Lone, ApransM. Manningham, Bradford Dec14 Freeman, Bradford oa 

Lyatt, Wrii1am Hearvx. Beaufort gins Dec 31 Wade & Lyall, Bishopsgate st Within 

Mackeyziz, Kexxetu, Leadenhall st, Merchant Itec 24 Crosley & Burn, Moorgate st 
bi 


Coach Dec 15 ‘Wright & Co, Leamington 
Wilkinson & Co, Newcastle 





McCanz, Rosert, I gton, 
Mireven, Bexsamix, Newsham, Northmbrid, Farmer Dec 31 


on 
Mutter, Jouy Frepenicx, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor Dec 14 Burgess & 
Taylor, New eq, Lincoln’s inn 





Mortey, Jouy, Duffield, Derby Dec 22 Briggs, Derby — 
Newrox, Cuaritotre Bow.es, Camberwell 31 Elliott & Crawley, Verulam bldgs, 
y's ion 


Norrn, Joux Tuomas, Eltham. Kent Dec15 Budil & Co, Austin Friars 

Parxuovuse, Henry, Kilburn, Physician Dec17 Sykes, Gt Marlborough st 

Parker, James, Worcester Dec3i Goldingham & Lloyd, Wotton under Edge 

ieee | Epwarp, Welwyn, Herts, Farmee Dec f22 Sworder & Longmore, 





Ponsrorp, Rev Wii.ram, Burgess Hill, Sussex Dec 24 Eland & Co, Trafalgar sq 

Rau, Mimina Joun, Gloucester sq, Hyde Park Dec20 Freshfields, Old Jewry 

Regs, Tuomas, Cowbridge, Glam, Solicitor Dec 27 Gwynn & Gwynn, Cowbridge 

Reston, Etten Manta, Maidstone, Dec 22 Day, Maidstone 

Rorawe.t, Mary, Little Hulton, nr Bolton Jan15 Berry. Manchester 

Sus, Simon. New Tredegar, Glam Decl5 Dauncey, Tredegar 

Sos, Hannan Susanna, Tyr Phil, Glam Dec15 Dauncey, Tredegar 

Smart, Matitpa, Clifton, Bristol Dec 21 Benson & Co, Bristol 

Sronx, Atrrep Evans, Fishponds, Bristol Dec 31 Burges & Sloan Bristol 

Ta is > E.izasetn, Stalybridge, Chester, Tobacconist Dec 17 Taylor, Ashton unig 
yne 

Tayior, Wii114M, Brighton, Farmer Dec 31 Board, King st 

THEOBALD, Henry, Chatham, Tobacco Manufacturer Dec 18 Mann, Chatham 

Tompson, MartHEew Ricuarp, Herne Bay, Kent Nov 30 Jones, Herne Bay 

Watvace, Mary, Hawpstead Jani Comins, Gt Portland st 

Way tert, Mary Any Turner Rowett Haycrart, Westbourne Park rd Dec 20 Wari 

Co, Gracechurch st 
Warts, Gzorar, West Cowes, Decorator Dec 24 Bailey, jun, Newport, I of W 
Westry, Amos, Denton, Lancs, Hat Manufacturer Dec 18 Richards & Hurst, 


Denton 
Waitt. Maria, Courtfield, nr Ross. Hereford Dec25 Powles & Vizard, Monmouth 
Wricnt, CHaryes, Manchester Decl Cobbett & Co, Manchester 


Wuy Pay Rent ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrisy 
TreMPERANCE Lire Orrice over approved House Property, repayable by 
half yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. A great feature 
is that in event of death, the house becomes entirely free for the family, 
Mortgage expenses borne by the Company. Full prospectuses, etc., at 
London Office, 96, Queen-street, Cheapside.—[Apvr. | 


WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasgrs anv Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation,”? London.—[{Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Garette.—Fripvay, Nov. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
a Epwarp, Walworth rd, Butcher High Court Pet Nov 6 
‘ov 


Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 


Nov 5 Pater, Hewry Wiitiam, Bammersmith, Stonemason 
High Court Pet Nové Ord Nové 


Bartos, Bicnarp, Kings‘on upon Hull, Oil Importer 
upon Hull Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 6 Saypers, Water HeEwry, 
Berm, _ Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet Nov 5 Ord 
‘ov 
Bartos, Grorcz, Newchurch, Isle of Wight, Dairyman | Nové Pet Nové 
Newport Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 | 
Benexe, Grorcr, Kensington High Court Pet Oct 9 
Ord Nov 6 


Boorn, Wituiam, Charlesworth, Derby, Insurance Clerk 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 
Brows, Jaues, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer 


Nové Ord Nové 





Orway, Jony, Kendal, Fruiterer Kendal Pet Nové Ord 


Hastings Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 5 : 
Suarrz, Gzorce, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Ord Ord Nov 5 


| Spzzt, Jony, Stockport, Cabinet Maker Stockport Pet 


Tuompsox, Lewis Atrrep, Gray’s inn rd, Corn Dealer 
High Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Turnsutt, Rovert, Stockton on Tees, Forgeman Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov6 ord Nov6é 


Noriey, C#aries Hotmes, Salisbury, Wilts, Schoolmaster , Woop, Joun, Leicester, Bamboo Furniture Manufacturer 


Salisbury Pet Nov5 Ord : 1 
Orrorp, Wien Wittiam, Bradford, Joiner Bradford | Worpswoarn, Joszex, Kingston upon Hull, Lighterman 


Nov 5 Nov 16at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Nov 16 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Barron, Grorce, Newchurch,I of W, Dairyman Newport 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

c Barron, Ricuarp, Kingston upon Hull, Oil Importer 

Bexhill on Sea, Builder Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov7 

Bates, Exiza, Easton, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet Nov5 

Boorn, Wit.1am, Charlesworth, Derby, Insurance Clerk 
Ashton uader Lyne Pec Nov6 Ord Nové 

Brown, James, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer 
Wolverhampton Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é 

Carne, Arraur James, Earstield, Surrey, House Decorator 
Wandsworth Pet Nové Ord Nov6é 

Curtp, A J, Maidenhead, Architect Windsor Pet Aug 30 





Wolverhampton Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6é 8 | Wesrosy, James. Skiraugh in Holderness, York, Butcher Ord Nov 3 
Browx, Jony Atrrep, East Ham, Essex, Provision Mer- | Kingston upon Gull Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é Cortyox, Wattsr Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Tron- 
chant High «ourt Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 A ded notice substitute4 for that published in the monger Kingstm upon Hull Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 








Carxeg, Antoun James Eariefield. Surrey, House Decorator 
Wandsworth Pet Nov6é Ord Nové6 

Cogtrox, Waiter Hewry, Kingston upon Hull, Iron- 
monger Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 | 

Davexrort, Wirtram, Swansea, Licensed Victualler | 
Swansea Pet Nové Ord Nové 

Davies, Davip, Llanybyther, Carmarthen, Retired. Farmer 
Carmarthen 


Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 | Barty, Epwarp, Walworth rd, Butcher Nov 16 at 2.30 | 
Bankruptcy bidga, Carey st 
Maidenhead, Carman Nov 17 at 2/| 


Davigs, Hamiet Liorp, Ancoats, Manchester Manchester 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 | BisHor, CHARLES, 
Davies, Hues. and Marcarer Davies, Pensarn, Anglesey, Townhall, Windeor 


London Gazette of Nov 2: 
Watrer. Luxe, and Hexry Haica, Batley, York, Rag 
Merchants Dewsbury Pet Uct 30 Ord Oct 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxixs, Hersert, Bray, Berks, Licensed Victualler | 
Nov 16at3 Bell Hotel, Maidenhead | Davizs, Hamier Lioyp, Ancoats, Manchester Man- 


| CurLter, Curisrorner, Sparkhill, Worcester, Builder 
Birmingham Pet Oct10 Ord Nov 5 

Davenport, WitiiamM, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Daviss, Davip, Lilanybyther, Carmirthen Carmarthen 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

enester Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

| Davies, Huan, and Marcarer Davies, Pensarn, Anglesey, 

| Grocers Bangor Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

| Dickens, Josepn Wituram Sheflield, Builder Sheffield 










































Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 | Caxvow, Jonny, Sheffield, Tailor Nov 1% at 12 Off Rae, | Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 
Dickens, Josgrn Wi tram, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Figtree In, Sheffield Doxson, Jesse, Leeds, Jeweller Leeds Pet Nov3 Ord 
Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 | Davies, Hamier Lioyp, Ancoats, Manchester Nov 16 at | Nov 3 


Dossox, Jesse, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Forstze, THomas Wiitram, Loughton, Essex, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 6 


Gru, Eowis Ezxest, Plymouth, Plumber Plymouth Pet | 
6 


Nové Ord Nov 
Grover, James May, Heckmondwike, Boot Rivetter 
Dewsbury Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


a ~y Moncax, Dinas, Glam, Rope Rider Pontypridd | 


iov7 Ord Nov7 
Hagtiey, Samvet, Staincliffe. nr Dewsbury, Tea Agent 
= Dewsbury —— = 
ARWOOD, omas, Kingskerswell, Devon, Nursersman 
Exeter Pet Nov5 Ord Novis 4 


mee. —_ Hewry. Horncastle, Lincs, Farmer, Lincoln | 


ov5 Ord Novi 


Hurcuixsox, Jonx, Stockton on Tees, Painter Stockton | 


on Tees Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 


Jervis, Richarp Artuvr, Broseley, BSalop, I epe 

3 pags | ye Ord Nov 6 pica rs F 

onssos, Heynry, sborough, Lines, Baker Lincoln | 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 KA 


Jours Eicnaro. Pontygwaith, Glam, Coal Miner Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 3 
a _— Truro, Grocer Truro Pet Nov 5 Ord 


Lasxosxy, Reveew Hanes, Gt Grims Clothi 
Grimsby Pet Nové Ord Nov é ™ mn; 
Sanat. a. sartete, Greengrocer Aberdare Pet Nov 


‘ov 
eer, Baan, Newport Newport, Mon Pet Oct 25 


May. etme 7 seven, Devon, Labourer 

eS oe Tufnell Park High Court Pet 

WR ll + am Instructor Hastings 
Pet Nové Ord Nové 


330 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester | Francois, James, Northampton, Clerk Northampton Pet 
| Dovertry, Davin Wiitiam, Brompton rd, Fruiterer Nov | June 20 Urd Nové 
16atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | Fraser, Jonn, Uhancery In, Company Promoter High 
Dunx, Louisa, Cardiff Nov 16 at 12 117, 8t Mary st, Court Pet July 26 Ord Nov3 
Cardiff Furneaux, Grorer, St Dunstan’s hill, Wine Merchant 
| Garpener, Aterrt Leoroup, and Grorce Eminaroy | High Court Pet Augi8 Ord Nov 6 
Gates, Wimbledon, Builders Nov 16 at 11.30 24, | GARDENER, Apert Leopoip, and Gzorce Eminaron 
Railway app, London a } Garzes, Wimbledon, Builders Kingston, Surrey Pet 
| Hittyargp, WiittaM Bisnop, icester eq, Danc2r Nov 16 | Oct 9 Ord Nov5 
| at 12_ Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st | Girt, Epwix Enrxyrst, Plymouth, Plumber Plymouth 
| James. W F Newquay, nwall, Builder Nov 19 at2 | Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 
Off Bec, Boscawen st Truro | Grover, James May, Heckmondwike, Boot Rivetter 
| Juterr, Avrrep, Truro, Grocer Nov 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, | Dewsbury Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Boscawen st. Truro | Gornarnv, Henry Waryer, Bootle, Liverpool, Builder 
| Kinc, @zornce Henay, Gt Grimsby. Plumber Nov 16 at | Liverpool Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov7 
11 Off Kec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby | Hatvert, Morcan. Dinas, Glam, Rope Rider Pontypridd 
| Knapman, witiiam, Cardiff, Boot Dealer Nov 19 at 12 | Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
| 117, St Mary st, Cardiff | Harpwicke, Puomas Witiiam. Luton, Bedford, Straw 
| Lean. Sampson Pauw, Truro, Gardener Nov 19at12 Off Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 5 
Rec, Boscawen st, Truro Harriry, Samvuew, Staincliffe, nr Dewsbury, Tea Agent 
| Limaer, H Hartsatt, Manor Park, Essex Nov 16 at 2.30 | Dewabury Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st | Hanvey, Ricnanp, Hatton gariea, Engincer High Court 
| Maxey, Wiittam Tuomas, and Wittiam Arsorp, 8t Pet Aug 20 Ord Nov2 © 
| Leonards on Sea Drapers Nov 16 at 239 Off Rec, | Hanwoov, Tuomas, Kingskerswell, Devon, Nurseryman 
} 24, Railway app, London = | Exeter Pet Nov56 Ord Nov 5 
| Mitrcuam, Witttam Matruews, poet, Dorset Nov16 | Hitryanp, Witiiam Bisnor, Curgitor st, Chancery In, 
| at iz20 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury | Dancer High Vourt Pet Sept3 Ord Nové 
| Bamspan. Ex: Hatyswortn, Manchester, Innkeeper Nov | Hores, Jouy Henny, Horncastle, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
| 16at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 5 
ticuaRpsow, Richard Wi.11AMm, Rotherham, Yorks Nov | Hurcuinsoyn, Joan, Stockton on Tees, Painter Stockton 
164t 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Shefficla on Tees Pet Nov5 Ord Nov6 
| Surrn, Samur., Canton, Cardiff, Insurance Agent Nov 21 | Jauzs, W F, Newquay, Cornwall, Builder Truro Pet 
atil 117, 8t st, ff Oct 24 Ord Nov 6 
Tair, Joux, Hulme Manchester, Tailor Nov 20 at3 Off | Jervis, Ricnarp Arruur, Broseley, Salop, Innkeeper 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester | Madeley Pet Nové Ord Nové 
Tar1or, Groncx Corton, Leicester, Baker Nov 16at 12.30 | Jounson, Henry, Gainsborough, Baker Lincoln Pet Nov 
} Off i, e wt, Leicester 6 Ord Nov 6 
Watt, V, Kast Ham, 


Builder Nov 19at12 Bank- | Jowzs, Bicuanv. Pontygwaith, Glam, Coal Miner 
ru bldgs, on at 
wae res Nottingham, Lamplighter Nov 16 at 12 


Pontypridd Pet Nov5 Ord Nov6 
| Jucury, ALraep, Truro, Grocer Truro Pet Nov 6 Ord 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham Nov 6 


Nov 
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Lasxosxy. Revsex Hanrnis, Gt > eames Clothier Gt 
Grimsby Pet Noy 6 Ord Nov 
Locxyrer, Horace Henry, Shepherds Bush, Furniture 

Dealer High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov5 
Hewry, Aberdare, Greengrocer Aberdare Pet 


May, Percy Syeparen, Tufnell Park High Court Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 

May, Watters Wim, South a Devons, Labourer 
Plymouth Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 

Nor.ey, Cuartes Houmes, Balisbury, Wilts, Schoolmaster 
Salisbury PetNov5 Ord Nov 5 

Onrorp, ‘WALTER sa a Bradford, Joiner Bradford 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 

ormas, Jon, Kendal, ruitere Kendal PetNové Ord 
ov 

Patmer, .Henry Wit1i1amM, Hammersmith, Stonemason 
High Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

wt W, Birmingham, Solicitor Birmingham Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov 5 

Ritzy, Timorzy, Clayton, nr Bradford, Innkeeper Brad- 
ford Pet Oct11 Ord Nov 7 

Rozinson, Hervenrt, Clayton, nr Bradford Bradford Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Nov7 

Sanpers, Waiter Henry, Bexhill on Sea, Builder 

Hasti Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 7 

SHARPE, a Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Pet 
a ya 2 k, Kin 

SHEPPEE, pe ark, Surrey ton, Su 
Pet Oct 18 ‘Ord sgpradipapees 

Serer, JOHN, Samed. " Cabinet Maker Stockport Pet 


Nové Ord Nové 

Srannore-Jones, Basit, 8t Martin’s In, Theatrical 
M High Court Pet Sept 14 Ord Novl 

TuRNBULL, Ropert, Stockton on Tees, Forgeman Svockton 
on Tees PetNov6 Ord Nové 

Wartsox, Joun Tuomas, Queen’s rd, Notting mm, Boot 
Dealer High Court Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 

Wesrtosy, James, Skirlaugh in Holderness, York, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nové Ord Nov 

Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 2: 

Waker, Luxs, and Henry Haicn, Batley, York, Rag 

Mer ts Dewsbury Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Kirsy, Avice Jane, Hammersmith rd, Fancy Draper 

High Court Adjud Jan 18,1890 Annul Oct 30, 1900 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov, 13 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Auixins, Witt1am Ricz, Leeds, Innkeeper Leeds Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov7 

Bagpstry, Semerivs, Glodwich, Oldham Oldham Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Biacxsury, Maser, Waterloo, Lancaster, Hotel Pro- 
prietress Liverpool — Oct 22 Ord Nov? 

BLakE, JOSEPH, lan, Mon, Innkeeper Newport, Mon 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Bort, Gzorar Epwarp, Leominster, Newsagent Leominster 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

BraMwELL, Epwarp James, Dove t Writing Clerk 
Canterbury Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Cuapman, THomAs, > Kent, — Canterbury 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 

Cranks, Isaac, Cardiff, Egg Merchant Cardiff Pet Nov 
9 Ord Nov9 

Davies, Georck, Preston, Printer Preston Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

Davis, Joun Cuartes, Tuomas Wiii1am Davis, and 
Freperick Gzorcr Davis, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Ironmongers Birmingham Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Evans, Wituiam, Chiswick, Tailor High Court Pet 
July 25 Ord Nov 2 

Farrow, ARTHuR FRepenick, St Leonard's on Sea, Traveller 

- —_ ~ Bept | a. hes Pb » 

‘ORD, BERT THOMAS, mont, « heshire, otographer 
Birkenhead Pet Oct 27 Ord Novy ’ 

‘Huddersfield Pet 


Gaxeen, Tom, Huddersfield; Carrier 
Novs Ord Nov 8 

at" AMES, Carlisle, Tobacconist Carlisle Pet Nov9 

ovg 


Ord 

—~" ae an, Canvasser Huddersfield Pet Nov3 

ov 

Hoitpway, Wituiam Henry, Reading, Furniture Manu- 
facturer Reading Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 

Hupson, Jonn, Margate, Kent, Florist Canterbury Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Nov 8 

Jacoss, - tae Pimlico High Court Pet Oct 11 Ord 

ov 

Krepwe.u, Janez, sien, Glos, Coachbuilder Bristol 
PetNov9 Ord Noy 

Krnpai, Tuomas, Farlield House, nr ; Yorks, 
Farmer Bradford Pet Nov 7 

Laurtoven, Freprrick, Hambledon, Bucks Consulting 
Chemist HighCourt Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8s 

Lewis, Joun WALTER, ay ar Glam, Grocer Ponty- 

L pridd Fd a 27 Ord aA bh, 

ICKESS, JOHN EORGE iddlesboro' Upholsterer 

Middlesborough Pet Nov7 Ord Nov v7 » 

Lisrer, Joun, Kilton, Yorks, Blacksmith " stockton on Tees 
Pet Nov? Ord Nov7 

Morris, Huan, Ebenezer, Carnarvons, Grocer Bangor 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 9 

Nevitix, Henry Meozs. East Bergholt, Suffolk, Coach- 
builder Ipswich Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Pargrson, Joun, Scarborough, | house Keeper 
Bcarborough Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 9 

_~ er, Max, York, Baker York Pet Nov 9 Ord 

ov9 

Rost, anruur Wauter, Newcastle on ayaa, < Cycle Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Rururrrorp, Joun, Kingston upon Hull, Warehouseman 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov Ord Nov9 

8wirr, Joun Oaxven, Liverpool, Solicitor High Court 
Pet July 20 Ord Nov 8 
ort, WILLIAM, jun,, foxthbonene, Hants, Nurseryman 
Poole Pet Noy8 Ord Nov8 

Burviock, Jamus Joun, Walbrook, Engineer High Court 
a Wee Ord Nov 8 
NERY ILLIAM, Tunstall, Staffs, Dra Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 8 ae csind 


Tay.or, Gzorcz Row:anp, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Man- 
chester Salford Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov8 
TuatouEeR, Gzorcz, and Exszavor Lovisa Somerset, 
my Artist Photographers Brighton Pet Nov 9 
ov9 
Torrz, SamveL, Penge, Surrey, Furniture Dealer High 
Court Pet Novo. 9 Ord ‘ae 9 
Toprrs, Joun Dean, Outwell, So Poultry Dealer 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Unpgrwoop. Exizasetu, Stafford, Grocer Stafford Pet 
Nov? Ord Nov7 
Wairenzap, Josrrn Batpwry, Otley. York, Provision 
Merchant Leeds Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Wiusoy, Wi.14M, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Wootey, James, Clapham rd, Advertisement Agent High 
Court Pet Nov8 Pet Nov9 
Amended notice ney wees ty wed published in the 
Lon 0} 
Cavpgtt, Cecit James, and Atrrep Ru SSELL Hatt, Isle- 
worth, Builders Brentford Pet Sept 15 i Oct 19 
RECEIVING ORDERS RESCIND 
Murepen, AtexanpeR, Leadenhall st, oan High Court 
Rec ae We gy Rese Nov 8, 1900 - 
TopHunTER, W Hamilton House, Highbury High 
Court Rec ond Nov 9, 1899 Rese July 17, 1900 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLKins, Witt1am Bice, foots, Innkeeper Nov 21 at ll 
Off Rec. 22, Park row, 

Ayiwarp, Hexry Prion, Manchester, Optician Nov 28 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Barber, Freperick Tayior, Lincoln, Hairdresser Nov 
29 at 1130 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 


Barrett, Saran Evnice, Chepstow, Mon, Licensed 
Victualler Nov 21 at12 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, 
Newport, Mon 


Bartox, Grorce, Newchurch, I of W, Danes Nov 
2iat11 Off Rec, 19, Quay st. Newport. I of W 
Benexe, Groree, Kensington Nov 22 at 12 Bankruptcy 
1 


y st 

Botton, Jou Darlington, Cycle Agent Nov 20 
atit Off Rec, 8. Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Boors, WILiiaM, Charlesworth, Derbys. Insurance Clerk 
Nov 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byromst, Manchester 

Brown, James, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer Nov 
Qat10 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Brown, Joun ALFrep, East Ham, Essex, tie Mer- 
chant Nov 22at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Carne, Artuur James, Earlsfield, Surrey, House 
Nov 21 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

CavpeELt, Cecit James, and Atraep Russsit Hatt, Isle- 
worth, Builders Nov 21 at 12 Off Ree, 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Temple av 

CLARKE, Tease, Cardiff, Egg Merchant Niv23at11 117, 
8t Mary st, Cardiff 


Ciark, WALTER Wi.L1AMm, Dover. Furniture Remover Nov 
22 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
Cortyoy, Wa.rer Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Iron- 
al Nov 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House In, 
aa Jessz, Leeds Nov 21 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park 
w, Leeds 


Farmer Nov 21 at 12 


a 


Seon y a Pe 
Off Figtree In, ffiel 

Emery, — Wednesda, Steel Trap Maker Nov 21 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Foster, decom Moorlands, Fruit Salesman 
Nov 20 at 2.30 Off Bec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Gover, James May, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Boot Rivetter 
Nov 22 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Gurney, Harotp Mansy, Farringdon av Nov 21 at 12 
Bankrupcy bidgs, Carey st 

Harpwickg, 4 i eaten, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat 
Manufacturer Nov 22 at 11.30 Off Ree, Bridge st, 
Northam| 


pton 

Hanrtey, Sauvet, Staincliffe, Dewsbury, Tea Agent Nov 22 
at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Harwoop, Tuomas, 7 = Nurseryman 
Nov 22 at 10.45 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cres, Exeter 

Hoskins, Artaur Vivian, Darlin Jeweller Nov 20 
at ll Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, iddlesborough 

Hoprs, Jonn Henry, Horncastle, —— Farmer Novy 29 
at12 Off Ree, 31, gy hy ae 

Howe tt, Leien, Bagillt, Flint, Engineer Nov 21 at 2.30 
Crpyt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Hupson. Joun, Florist Nov 22at9 Off Reo, 68, 
Castle st, Can’ 

Hvurourson. Jonny, Stockton on Tees, Painter Nov 23 at 
11 Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Inoxe. Jonny, Kensington gate Nov 2lat 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs Carey st 


Jexnes, W H, Leytonstone, Builder Nov 20 at 230 
Bankruptcy ‘bldgs . Carey st 

Jxrvis, Ricnarp y ey Broseley, or Innkeeper 
Nov 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 42, 8t John’s bill, Shrewsbury 

Jonnson. Henry, ae yy Baker Nov 29 at 12 30 
Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Liv 

Kewpatt, Taomas, Addingham, Yorks, Farmer Nov 22 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row. Bradford 

Kiva, Joseru, Brithdir, Glam, Grocer Nov 20 at 3 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Les, Witiiam Epwarp ae ge nr Dewsbury, Yorks 
Nov 20at3 74, Rewbore ‘h, Scarborough 

Lister, Jous, Kilton, York ov Wat ili Off Reo, 8, 
Albert rd, fmt ~ 

May, Percy Turopors, fnell Park Nov 20 at li 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Moss, ALraep, Hastings, Geameatip Tustructor Novy 27 at 
8 County Court Office, 24, yott e1d, Has 

Nevitts, Henry Heexs, ‘Bast Be t, Suffolk, 
builder Nov@iatlil Off Reo. 3 - Princes at, Ipswich 

Orrorp, Waiter Wittiam, Westgate, ee oiner 


Nov 20 at11 Off Reo, 81, row. 
Patwer, Henny Wittram, er ee 
Nov 28 at 11 bidgs, Carey st 


Bank 
PaLueER, be etm, Kettering, Cabine 


Cabinet Maker Nov 21 at 


Ricumosp, Gzornce WItiiam, —s* Plumber Nov 20 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Figen = 
Rosinsos, THomas Joxns, W. eat Brdor, Notts Nov 20 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park en 
21 at 12 


Rogers, High et dante teat : lam, Boot Dealer 
Me 
bene Sumay, © Sheffield, oy Maker Nov 20 atl Off 
Rec, Figtree In, 


8 AV, Ra mica Surrey Ni 
HEPPEE. ynes ar y Nov 2i1 at 12.30 
Railway app, Loo London Bridge 4 
8rrinz, P, onger In, > ae Clerk Nov 21 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Strawpise, Freperick Ricnargp, Ormskirk, Lanes, Traveller 
Nov 22 at 10.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Sytvester, Joan, coary. 6 Glam, Master Painter Nov 21 at 
11.30 117, 8t Mary st, 

Taytor, Frances Exizaseru, Bridlington Nov 20 at 2 
74. Ne Scarboro 

Tuomurson. Lewis ALFRED, Gray’s inn rd, Corn Dealer 
Nov 22at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Tenmetet 7 may Stockton on Tees, Forgeman Nov 23at 
11 Off Rec, 8, Albert robe Middlesborough 

Upton, Wrasie sen, Clophill, Bedford, Market Gardener 
Nov20at 1030 CB iley, Solicitor, Mill st, Bedford 

Urrox, Witi1am, Westgate on Sea, Grocer Nov 22 at 12 
Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Can’ 

Vavenan, WitLoversy Josava, Lavender hill Nov 20 at 
11.30 24. Railway app, London Bridge 

Skirlaugh in Holderness, Butcher 


Wesrosy, JAmzs, 
House ln, Huil 


Nov 20 at11 Off Rec, Trini! 
Wuittte. _omem, Warring'on, ter Nov 2lat3 Of 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Witurams, Evan, and DavipjExiis Davies, Liandudno 
Junction, Bu Nov 20 at 3 Crypt chmbrs, 
Wi 7 —_ rd, Adverti tAgent N 
‘OOLLEN, JAMES, vertisemen ‘ov 
2lati1l Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 
Waricat, Samvet tad PINGS, King’s 5 ion, Norfolk, Hatter 
Nov 23 at 3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barpstey, Semerivs, Glodwick, Oldham Oldham Pet 
B —¥ : gM Mon, Innkee; N Mon 
LAKE. JosEPH, Rag’ e 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 _ woe, 


Bort, Grorcz Epwarp, Leominster, Newsagent Leo- 
minster Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
BramweE.t, Epwarp comm Dover, Clerk Canterbury 


Pet Nov9 Ord Nov? 

Cuarman, THomas, —o, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Gam, Se Cardiff, Egg Merchant Cardiff Pet Nov 
9 


Nov9 

Davies. Groner, Preston, Printer Preston Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

Fisuwick, Tuomas, Bradford, Baker Bradford Pet Oct 
25 Ord Nov8 

Forster, THomas Wri1iam, Loughton, Essex, Builder 


Edmonton Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov9 
Gaerx, Tom, H Carrier Huddersfield Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 


GrEENWoopD, Sites Hien » Nelson, Lancs, Hosier Burnley 
Pet Oct23 Ord N 


eer Hago.p wanee, , av HighCourt Pet 
Oct 2 Ord Nov9 


Gurueiz, Ropert Grasam, Fulham, Theatrical Manager 
i Oct Ord Nov 8 
Happow a Carli ‘obacconist Carlisle Pet Nov? 


Ord 
Heaas, fom * Halifax, Canvasser’ Huddersfield Pet Nov 
Hi an Was H Beading, poate Man’ 
OLpDway, WiL.tiam Heyer, © u- 
facturer Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 
Horwer, ABEL, Knowle, Bristol, Builder Beietol Pet Oct 
J = Own cake H sagen Build igh 
ENNER, ILLIAM Hewry, tone, der Hi 
Court Pet Oct15 Ord Nov 
Kewnpatt, Tuomas, Farfield ee nr 1S Yorks, 
Farmer Bradford Pet Nov7 Ora Nov7 
Lewis. Jonx Water, Abercynon, Glam, Grocer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 10 
Lickxess, Jouw Gsrorce, Middlesborough, Upholsterer 
L Middlesbo o Nov "waar Park High 
mmER, ARRBERT HartNawy, or Park, Essex 
Court Pet Oct3 Ord Novs 
Lister, Jony, Kilton. York. Blacksmith Stockton on 


Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Newport Newport, Mon Pet Oct 25 
Ord Nov 9 


Moss, ALrrep, Hastings, Gymnastic Instructor 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov? —— 

Mvrray. Mary Somenvitis, Bedford sq High Court 
Pet Jone 26 Ord Nov 6 

Nevitis, Henry Hees, East Bergholt, nee, Coach- 
uilder Ipswich -~ Novs Ord Nov 

——— Max, York, Baker York Pet Nov 9 Ord 


Putaroox, AyrHony, Queen’s Club gins High Court Pet 
B Bept 0 on Nov s - - 
vusnTox, Heraerat Heway, st, Mortgage 
Broker High Gourt Pet May De Nov8 
Rururrrorp, Joux, Kiagston upon Hull, Warehouseman 
Kingston upon ‘Hull Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov? 
Sianey, + sr or Tunstall, Hanle 
- on eS "em 
‘orrz, SAMURL, Sarrey, Furni Dealer High 
Court neon se “ond Nov9 
Torrs, Jonny Dean, Outwell, Cambridge, Poultry Dealer 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov9 Ord Nov? 
Usprrwoop, Exizasetn, Stafford, Grocer Stafford Pet 
Nov? Ord Nov? 
Waisrsnad, Josren Batowim, Otley, Provision Merchant 
Leeds Pet Nov? Ord Nov? 
Wituams, Evax, and Davin Exurs Davies, 
J Builders 


Lland adao 
unetion, Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 9 
Wirsox, Wiit1am, Leicester, ufacturer Leicester 
Pet Nov 10 Urd Nov 10 
ADJUDICATION eo, 


McEnreey, Ex.ex, 








11.80 
Seeman ae Max, x, Kort, Dakar Nov # at 12.15 Of Reo, 
28, Stonegate, 


Far Labourer 
Heap, — i oe a 
Annul Oct 18, 1900 
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London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
3 Cuarwes, Birkdale, Joiner Liverpool Pet Nov 
18 


Carey st 
Asx, Hovnan, Porth, Glam, Furniture Dealer Pontypridd | | Jonzs, KICHARD, Pon 
Pet 28 135, 


Ord Nov 12 


——- James, Radcliffe, Lancs, Grocer Bolton Pet Oct 24 
Birmingham, Metal Roller 


‘ov 14 
Bowen, Grorce Epmunp, 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov i4 
Bucx.ey, 
selier Burton on Trent Pet Nov 13 


Ord Noy 13 


Buec, Wiriu1am Apert. Ipswich, Builder Ipswich Pet | 


Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Burn, Apam, Streatham Wandsworth Pet Nov 12 Ord 
Nov 12 
Casumuore, J H, Birmingham, Turf Commission Agent 
High Court Ord Nov 13 
Cotiines, Cuaries Epuusxp, Caledonian rd, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 


Coorer, Artuur Jouuirre, Shanklin, I of A Builder’s | 


k Newport Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 1 


Cler! 
Crate, James Epwanpes, Deal, = pihaaenien 


Canterbury Pet Nuv13 Ord Nov 1 
Dudley Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Eeautetoy, Atrrep Anrrtuur, Birzingham, Cab Driver 
Exanp, Joun, Bradford, Plumber Bradford Pct Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 
Newport, Mon, Furniture Dealer 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 12 
Harpine, Jony Henry, Leicester, shoe Clicker 
Harowick, Hesry, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Hareisos, Davip, Bingley, Yorkl, Worsted Spinner 
Laven, Joun Joszra, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet Novl4 
Ord Nov 14 
on Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 1 
Maxeix, W 
Ord Oct 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov i4 
Mepcatr, Joux, and Ropert Mepcatr, Kendal, Wallers 


Darsy, Mary Pearson, Black Hath, Staffs, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet Nov i4 Ord Nov 14 
Freepman, Purves, 
Leicester 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Bradford Pet Nov1z Ord Nov i2 
Lipzzy, Horace, and Joan Evans, om, Builders 
ice Henreert, Crosby bldgs. Bishopsgate, Stock Dealer 
Kendal Pet Ncv12 Ord Nov 12 


Mazz, Josern, Ibstock, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet 
Novis Ord Novi3 
Moore, Epwarp, Whitbourne, oe, Shopkeeper 


Worcester Pet Novi3 Ord Novi 

Moss, Cuaries Hutros, Hove, “hd 
Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Notpa, Cuaries, Upper Woburn pl, Tavistock sq High 
Court Pet Oct3 Ord Nov l4 

Peacn, Henny, Griffithstown, Mon, General Dealer New- 
port, Mon Pet Nov12 Uri Nov 12 

Preston, Hesseat Ext, Tottenham Court rd High Court 
Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 14 

Pycrort, Joux, West Bridgford, 
Wheelwright Nottingbam Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Szpmax, Joun, Scalby. Yorks, Butcher Scarborough Pet 
Nov !2 Ord Nov 12 

Sitvester, Hewny Lesiiz, Aldershot Guidford Pet Oct 
8 Ord Nov 13 

Siursox. Hanry Horspve, Southsea, Hants, Butcher 
Portsmouth Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Sratuam, Gerorce. Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 
Nottingham 


Brighton Pet 


Notts, Journeyman 


Pet Nov 12 Ord Noy 12 

Swineask, THOMAS, Giggleswick, Cattle Dealer Bradford 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

TweEepa.e, W1111Am, Blackley, pam Farmer Man- 
chester 


Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 1 
Birmingham, Builder Bir- 


Wasser, Gronce Bearsiey, 
Pet Odt 24 Ord Nov 14 
Waite, Cuaries Faiexn, Cosham, Hants, Brewer's Agent 


Portsmouth Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Wuuuiams, Francis Foxnii1, ‘Henbury, Glos, Farmer 
Bristol Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Witsos, Tuomas, Peckham, Hotel Keeper High Court 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 12 


Woopcocx, Cuanites Wattos, Hinckley, Leicester West 
Bromwich Pet Novi2 O d Novi12 

‘Woovcrart, Exxest, Langford Mills, Beds, Miller Bed- 
ford Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 12 

Waicat, Gzorce Wituiam, Little Stonham, Farmer Bury 
ot Edmunds Pet Novl4 Ord Nov 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bet, Jonx, Pickering, Yorks, Farmer Nov 
White Swan Hotel, Pickering 
Brows, Gzorce Sxene, Mastham, Cheshire, Farmer Nov 
2 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
—.— — Azezer. Ipswich, Builder Nov 28 


Princes st, ps wich 

Coxz, W. ’Grinstead 

Coxptrrrez, Feaysx, Rushton, Staffs, Farm Labourer Nov 
2 ati045 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macciesfield 

Daverrort, Wit1iam, Swansea, Licensed Victualler Nov 
2at3 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Davizs, Daviv, Llanybyther, Carmarthen Nov 24 at 12.15 
Off Queen st, Carmarthen 

Exaxp, Joux, Bradford. Piumber Nov 23at11 Off Rec, 
81, Manor row. Bradford 

Evaxe, WiiiiaM. Chiswick, Tailor Nov 23at 230 Bank- 

Forster. Taomas Wii1tiam, Loughton, Essex, Bailder 
Nov 23 at i2 Room 60, Temple aan, Temple av 

Gut, Eowixs Exxesr, Plymouth, Plumber Nov 23 at 11 

, Atheneum ter, Piymouth 

Hauierr. age Dinas, Glam, Rope Rider Nov 26 at 
12 135, High st, Mertns r T;dAl 

Haxpixe, coms Hexny, J eicester, Shoe Clicker Nov 23 at 


Ree 1, Berridge at, 
iggwies, Boe, 3 mae S Cart Driver Nov 23atil Off 


22, 
a Jeux Glibary.W Wilts, Plasterer Nov 23 at 12 


masses Dev Binley. Yorks, Wore Worsted Spinner Nov 


23 at 12 


28 at ll 


oszrH Henry, Church Gresley, Derbys, Sweet | 


» sen, Mile End id High Court Pet Oct 4 | 
81 





snow, Joux, ae Canvasser Nov 23 at 11 19, 
William st, Huddersfield 
pee Hewry, Pimlico Nov 27at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 





itygwaith, Coal Miner 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Lamp.oues, Freperick, Bickenhall mnsns. 8t Marylebone, 
Consulting Chemist Nov 26 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Varey st 
| Lasxosky, Reusen Harris, Gt Grimsby. Clothier Nov 
23 atit Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Manper, Joun Caress, West Bromwich, Carpenter 
Noy 26 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
| May, Watrzr Wi.iam, South Tawton, Devon, Labourer 
| Nov 26 at 11 6, Athenseam ter, Plymouth 
| Mzxz, Josgpx, Tbstock k, L-icesters, Builder Nov 23 at 8 
Off Rec, 1, —- at, 
Mrtsom CL &, Brixton, Commercial Traveller Nov 26 at 
12 Seibanuneg bie , Carey st 
Moopy, Txomas, Par ” st, Ceoniien Town, Licensed 
Victualler Nov27at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Moorzr, Epwarp WHEATLEY, itbourne, Herefords, 
Shopkeeper Nov 24 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, 
‘Worcester 
Noriey, Cuartts Hotmegs, Salisbury, Wilts, Schoolmaster 
° Nov 24 . 12 Off _ Endless st, Salisbury 
ATERSON. JouN, Scarborough, Board house Keeper 
Nov 27 at 330 74, Newborough, oo Bee gh _ 
ton Hill Nov 23 a 


Percy, WILLIAM hedge a 
11.80 24, Railway app, ge 

Rosixs, Epwarp, Horsell, — Picture Frame Maker 
Nov 23 at 12.30 24, Railway aop, London Bridge 

Rosz, ARTHUR WALTER, Newcastle on Tyne, Cycle Dealer 
Nov 23 at 11.30 Off Res, 3), Musley st, Newcastle on 


'yne 

RurTHerrorD, Jouyx, Kingston upon Hull, Warehouseman 
Novy 23at11 Off Rec. Trinity House ln, Gull 

SzpMAN, Joun, Scaiby, Yorks, Butcher Nov 27 at 4.30 
74, Newborough Scarborough 

| Suarez, Grorcez, Nottingham, Baker Nov 23at12 Off 
Rec, 4, Caste pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Simpson, ‘Harry Horsp ur, Southsea, Hants, Butchor 
Nov 23 at 8 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portamouth 

Sianey, Wituiam, Tunstall, Draper Nov 23 at1115 Off 
Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Swrvsank, Tomas, Giggleswick, Yorks, —, Dealer 
Nov 28 at 12 Off Rec, 81, Manor row, *Bradfo 

Toirz, SAMUEL, Whitechapel, aan Dealer Nor 26 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Topps, Joun Dean, Outwell, Cambridge, Poultry Dealer 
Nov 2atil Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Tweepace, WILLIAM, Mancheste iter, Farmer Nov 28 at 2.30 
Off Ree, Bvrom st, Manchester 

Unprrwoop, Evizasets, Stafford, Grocer Novy 26 at 10.30 
Wright & Westhead, 1, Martin st, Stafford 

WHit&ue ab, Jossra BaLpwix, Otley, York, Cab Proprietor 
Nov 2 atlz Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Witsoyr, Witt, Leicester. Boot Manufacturer Nov 27 
at 1230 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apniz, Caves. Aylesbury, Bucks, Builder Aylesbury Pet 
aug 16 Ord Nov 13 

Baxren, Arruor, Oxford st, Hosizr High Court Pet Oct 
1l Ord Novi13 

Bz.t, Jouy, a Yorks, Farmer Scarborough Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Nov 1 

Bowpen, Esnest 4. ai South Kensington, Traveller 
High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 12 

Brows, Grorce Skewss, Eastham, Cheshire, Farmer 
Birkenhead Pet Oct1l Ord Nov 14 

Brown, Joun Atrrep, East Ham, Essex, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 13 

Buoxuey, Joszpa Henry, Church Gresley, Derby, Sweet 
sell-r Burton on Trent Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Buae, WittiaM Avseet, Ipswich, Builder Ipswich Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Bu _ > Streatham Wandsworth Pet Nov 12 Ord 

ov 13 


Caupett, Cecm James, and Atrrep Russert Hatt, 
ea Builéers Brentford Pet Sept 15 rd 
Yov 12 

CoLLixGs, guanine Epuunp, Caledonian rd, Tobacconist 


Nov 23 at 3 


igh Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Coorpsz, Arrsur Joturve, Shanklin, I of W, Builder 
Newport Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 13 

Cox, Cuantes Henny. Bath, Timber | Bath Pet 
‘Nov 1 Ord Nov 14 

Crate, James Epwarpes, Deal. Kent, Schoolmaster 


Canterbury Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 13 

Dansy, Mary; Pgarson, Black Heath, Staffs, Grocer 
Uudley Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

avis, Jon~w CuHaries, Tuomas evenness Davee and 
Frepericxk GEorce Davis, Aston, B 
Tronmongers Birmingham Pet Nov 8 Ord » 12 

Evayp. Jouy. Bradford, Piumber Bradford Pet Nov 13 
Urd Noy 13 

Evaxovitcn. Gusser, Hart st, Bloomsbury High Court 
Pet Aug17 Ord Nov 12 


Farzow, ArTuur Freperick, St Leonards on Sea, 
Traveller Hastings Pet septis Ord Nov “ue 
Freepuan, Puinezas, Newport. Mon, Furniture Dealer 


Newport, Mon Pet Octiz Ord Nov 14 

Hanzpinc, Joun Henry, Leicester, Shoe Clicker Leicester 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Harowick, Bewry, Leeds, Cart Driver Leeis Pet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 10 

Hanrzis, Samvet, ys bone, Cabinet Maker High Court 
Pet Bepti19 O ‘ov 9 

Wanasees, Daviv, Bingley, Yorks, Worsted Spinner 

Bradford Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 18 

Hvuvviestox, Heney, Sy hey Boot Manu- 
facturer Leicester Ord Nov 10 

Lavex, sone Same, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet Nov 14 

ov 14 

Manpven, Joun Canvuss, West Bromwich, Carpenter West 

Bromwich Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 10 








Mepcacy, Joux, and Roverr Mevcaty, Kendal, Wallers 
Kendal Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 











Mes, Joseru, Ibstock, Leicester, Builder Leicester fl Pot 
Novi13 Ord Nov 13 

Mrrcuam, Wituram Marrazws, Bridport, Dong 
Dorchester Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 12 

Morean, Morean, Chariton st, Somers mows, Provision 

ler High Court Pet Oct8 Ord Nov 9 

Moss Cuartes Hurrox, Hove, Sussex Brighton Py 
Nov 18 Ord Nov 13 

Nort, James Wituiam, Camberwell New rd, Solicity 
High Court Pet sept 14 Ord Nov 14 

Preston, Joun Atragp, Savile row, Tailor High Coug 
Pet July 30 Ord Nov 13 

Pronorr, Joun, West Bridgford, Journeyman Whed. 
wright Nottingham P-t Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Szpman, Joun, by, Yorks, Butcher Scarborough 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Sureson, Harry Horspur, Southsea, Hants, Butche 
Portsmouth Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Serixz, Pari, Ironmonger In, Solicitor’s Clerk High 
Court Pet Oct18 Ord Nov 12 

Sratuam, Grorce, Nottinghath Nottingham Pet Novy 
Ord Nov 12 


Swixsank, THomas, Giggleswick, Yorks, Cattle Dealg 
Bradford Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 

Tuompson. Lewis Aurrep, Gray’s inn rd, Corn Dealg 
High Court Pet Nové Ord Nov 12 

TweepaLce, Wim, Blackley, epteenten, Farme 
Manch: Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 1 

Vaueuan, Wittovcusy Josava, ll rd, Lavende 
hill Wandsworth Pet Aug3 Ord Nov - 

Wuircuveca, Josgern { Everarp, Ikesto D 
Common Brewer Derby Pet Oct 10 Ord 7 14 

Wituiams, Francis Foxaiitit, Henbury, Glos, Farme 
Bristol Pet Nov12 Ord Noy 12 

Waricut, Grorce Witwau, Little Stonham, Saffolk, 
Farmer Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 4 

Wricat, Samve.t Serrines, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Hatter 
King’s Lyan Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 12 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
ublished in the London Gazette of Nov 9: 

Kirsy, Atice Jane (in the Receiving Order described 

Avice Jane WHEELER). Hammersmith rd, Fang 

































Draper High Court AdjudJan1$ Annaul Oct 30 
ondon Gazette. —Tumspay. 





Nov 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 

Apsranams, P, & Co, Redcross st, Warehousemen High 
Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 16 

A.person. Toomas, Morecambe, Lancs, Flaggsr Preston 
Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

Auvoorr, Witi1am Rosert, Birmingham, Provision Deala 
Birmingham Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 an 

B 


Baitey. Cuartes Henry, Buckland, Hants, 
Portsmouth Pet Nov 16 Ord Noy 16 

Banseuny, Rapes, Stockport, Carder Stockport Pet Noy 
17 Ord Nov 17 


Birp, Henry Epwarp, Chesthin, Kent, Builder Greenwich 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 

Biackxmore, CHABLEY, Bristol, Commission Merchant 
sristol Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Brown, Joun Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, Dairyma 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 12 

Busrox, Georce Pur, Birmingham, Perambulator 
Maker Birmingham Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Crark, James Huster, Gt Grimsby Gt Orimsby Pet 
Novl4 Ord Nov 14 

Craces, Joun, Darlington, Engine Driver Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Dewne, Tuomas Aubert, Sittingbourne, Kent, Decorator 
Pet Nov 14 OrdNov 14 

Eve James, Caterham Valley. Surrey, 
Croydon Pet Novié Ord Nov 16 

Ecointon, Marx Bensauin, Wolverhampton, Lock 
Mater Wolverhampton Pet Novi Ord Nov 15 

Evans, Henry Joun, Willesden Leather Seller i 
Court Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 16 

Evans, Taomas, Barry , Glam, B'acksmith Cardiff Pé 

Yalding. 


Nov165 Ord Nov 16 
Fautxner, Wituiam Davin  Sonps, Kent, 
Batcher Maidstone Pet Novi17 Ord Nov 17 
Fieitpven, Oriver Hewasrp. Dalston, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Nov1é Ord Nov 16 
Goopsy, Witu1am Samvugt, Wolverhampton. Commission 
agent Wolverhampton Pet Nov1é Ord Noy 16 
Garay. Francis Josern, Farnham, Surrey, Butcher Guild- 
ford Pet Oct27 Ord Nov 17 
Hart, Bexsamin, Mount Pleasant, Staffs, Charter Master 
Stourbridge Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 
Hangriey, Henry Wituisam, Hollandrd High Court Pe 
Nov 15 Novy 15 
Hestor, Joun, North Pit Durham, Builder Dur 
ham Pet Nov165 Ord Nov 15 
Hurtcuixes, ALBERT, juo, Topsham, Devons, Butcher 
Exeter Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 
Jameson, Exvzanor, Tynemouth, Confectioner Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 14 
Jamesox, Tuomas Wiii1am, T puoath, Clerk Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Nov14é Ord Nov 1 
Fommaet, Witi1am, Shaw, Lancs, oe Oldham Pé 
Novi17 Ord Nov (7 
Layz, Tuomas, Castle Gresley, Rose, Builder Burton on 
Treat Pet Novié Ord Nov 1 
Mapvockx, Gepiey, 8t OE cdi Devon, Journeyman 
Butcher Plymouth Fet Novi1é Ord Nov 16 
Marrsaews, Taomas, Leamington, Commission 
Warwick Pet Novié Ord Nov 16 
Monirz, AprauaM, Stoke Newington, Jeweller Edmontos 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Monx, Roserr Hervert, Tividale, Staffs, Labourer 
udley Pet Novi5 Ord Nov 15 
Lanes, Cotton 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 16 


Moreay, Pad =H James, Blackburn, 
oO ‘te Fy 

Nicuosoy, Richasp Nortury, vgmeath, Butcher Ply- 
mouth Pet Nov1é Ord Nov l 

Preex, Tuomas, Carshalton, * ll General Smith 
Uroy: Pet Nov 16 Ord Noy 16 

Ruonss, Oe a Penge, Butcher Retin Pet Oct 2% 

Biegres, Wiutsax Swansea, Shi pping Commission Agent 





























Dairy Farmer 
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RoserTsox, Joun Stuart, Arundel st,’ Strand, Commis- 
sion Agent HighCourt Pet Oct 51 Ord Nov 15 
> a Well st High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord 
Nov 1 


Rosinson, = Tuomas, Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 15 


SaTCHELL, Whebuase Jacxsoyx, Newcastle on Tyne, Whole- 
sale Drysalter Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov1é Ord 
Nov 16 

Sroxzs, Dossoxn, Derby, Commercial Traveller Derby 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Srrapps, Joux, Wortley, Leeds, Van Driver Leeds Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 

Srurtripes, Jos1an Tinney, Keyham, > tae. sete Builder 
Plymouth Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 1 

Turner, Jonn, Oldham, Jobbing Smith Oldham Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

TuRNnEY s Ricuarp, Linslade, Bucks, Coal Merchant Luton 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 16 

Van Varsevetp, Jonan Freperix Aryoup, Burnley, 
Fruit Salesman Burnley Pet Novi7 Ord Nov 17 

We.nes, Bensamin Cuarves, Horfield, Bristol, Outfitter 
Bristol Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 17 

Weise, Wiii1Am, Darlington, Labourer] Stockton on Tees 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Wuitrnc, Henny, Pentonville rd. Coach Painter High 
Court Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
e London Gazette of Oct 28 : 
Mevittz, WALTER Josspa, Palace Gates rd, Wood Green, 
Builder Eamonton Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 18 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 6: 

F, New Quay, Cornwall, Builder Truro Pet 

Ord Nov 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Asu, Natuan, Porth, Furniture Dealer 
135 High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Baitzy, Henry Caries, Buckland, Hants, Baker Nov 
27 at : 30 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mout 

Barvstey, Semerivs, Oldham Nov 27 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Bares, Ex1za, Easton, Bristol, Grocer Nov 28 at 12 Off 
Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Ashley Down, Bristol, Commission 

Off Rec, Baldwin st, 


Nov 2 at3 Off 


James, W 
Oct 24 


Nov 28 at 12 


BiackmoreE, CHARLEY, 
Merchant Nov 28 at 12.45 
Bristol 

Booru, James, Radcliffe, Lancs, Grocer 
Rec, Exchangest, Bolton 

Bort, Gzorck Epwarp, Leominster, Newsagent Dec 3 at 
12 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Sueawat. Epwarp James, Dover, Clerk Dec 6 at 9 

ff Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterb ury 


Casumorz, J H, Birmingham, Turf Commission Agent 
Nov 27 at 11 Secany eee Carey st 
CoLLines, Come t Caledonian ty! Tobacconist 


Nov 29 at 11 bidgs, Care 
—“~' Ly nd ‘Preston, ter er’ , at11.30 Off 
4, Chapel st, Preston 


ave A, and Margaret Davisgs, Pensarn, Anglesey, 
Grocers Nov 28at115 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Denne, Tuomas ALBERT. Bil bourne, Kent, Decorator 
Dec8at1130 115, Hi > Gi 

Evans, bw poaey | ne Blacksmith Nov 29 at 

7, St Mary st. 

me i. pr henna 8t Leonards, Sussex, 
Traveller Nov 27 at 4 County Court Offices, 24, 
Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Fauuxnes, Witi1am Davip Sonps, Yalding, mnt Butcher 
Nov 28 at11 Off Rec, 9, Kin st, Maidsto’ 

Fearn, beg West Bridgf el dalesman 
30 at 8 Rec, Byrom st, Manches 

Fieipex, Oriven Hewarp, Dalston, Licensed Victualler 
Nov 29at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Geany-AnpRews, Wi.1amM James, Northampton, Carter 
Nov 27 at 11 Off Rec, —— Northampton 

Greey, Tom, Hud dersfield, Nov 28 atil Off Ree, 
31, Manor row, Bradford 


,Nov 


Hanrwey, Heyzay Wit, - cee rd Nov 30 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
JAMESON, ae, See, Confectioner Fd 28 at 


11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on T 

JAMESON, — Wit11am, Tynemouth, Clerk ov 28 at 
12 80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st. Newcastle on Tyne 

KEEDWELL, JABEZ, Hanham, Glos, Coachbuilder Nov 28 
at1230 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Laven, JOHN JOSEPH, RL my Grocer Nov 28 at 8.30 Off 
Rec, 

Licxess. JouN ix Groner, J rege Upholsterer Nov 
30 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Lucas,tHeney, Aberdare, Greengrocer Nov 27 at 2 135, 


igh st, Merthyr Ty 
Marsnau, James Epwarp, Morecambe, Sanam, Hardware 
Dealer Nov 27 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Cha 1 st, Preston 
Masoy, Hersert, Bishopsgate, Stock r Nov 28 at 


12 Bankruptcy bidgs, ¢ Carey 

Moniz, froanan, Stoke Wooten, Jeweller Nov 27 at 
3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Morris, aot, Ebenezer, Carnarvon, Grocer Nov 28 at 
1.80 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

=, Cuagites Hurron, Holland 14 Nov 29 at 1030 

ff Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Nova, Cuanies, Upper Wi Woburn pl. Tavistock sq Nov 
2atli B ry ate Carey st 

Parton, rs aw Ly om a Licensed Victualler 
Dee 3 at 12 4, Corn ap me ag 

Rosrnson. Joun Tuomas, ington, Bradfod Nov 29 at 
ll Manor row. 





Brown, Jou Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, Dairyman Nov 
27 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 


Rec. 31, f rd 
B L Rupenstein & Box, ‘oo Jewellers Nov 28 


at1ll 174, Corporation st, Birmixgham 
Builder Nov 27 





Gus, Oe 2 m Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, 
pl, Park st. se 
beatpen’ a Tone Wortley, Leeds, Driver Nov 28 at 11 
Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 


Off 

Taytorn, Grorce Row1anp, Choriton cum Hardy, nor 
pm aed Nov 28 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
che 


TuarcuEr, GEORGE, and Exeanorn Lovisa fomenset, 
ton. Artist = Nov 28 at 12 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs. 

Turser, Jony, Oldham, Sobbing Ba —_ Nov 27 at 12 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, O) 

VaRLey, +. ul hetar | — eee Nov 27 
at 10.30 14, st, 

Waite, Cuarves Frienp, Cosham. Hants, Brewer’s Agent 
aoe one Off Ree, Cambridge junc, High st, Porte- 
mo 

WIit.14Ms, Pu Foxnitt. Henbury, Glos, Farmer 
Nov 28 at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st. Bristol 

Witsox. Seene, Peckham, Hotel ad, Nov 28 at il 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

we Broun Lianrwst, Denbighs, Wheelwright Nov 

45 County Police Station, eenen 3 ‘estiniog 

Senn “ied m11aM, Little Si Suffolk, 
Farmer Nov 26at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

“ - eS. 

LDERSON, THOMAS, Lancs, Flagger Preston 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Bairey, Cuartes Henry, Buckland, Hants, Baker Porte- 
mouth Pet Novis Ord Nov 16 

Barpstey, Atsert. Stockport, Carder Stockport Pet 
Novi17 Ord Nov 17 

Bigp, Heyry Epwarp, Chariton, Kent, Builder Greenwich 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Biacxmore, Cuartey, Bristol, Commis-ion Merchant 

Bristol Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 











Browx, Joux Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov i4 

Burton, Grorce Puit'p, Birmingham Birmiogham Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 15 

Cave-Browne-Cave, Canotive Mary Anne Evizaners, 
Malvern Link, Worcesters Worcester Pet Sept 29 
Ord Nov 16 


Ciark, James Huyrer, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 


Novl4 Ord Novlé 
CuiFroRD, Joun Wittiim, Canning Town, Licensed 
Vi 22 Ord 


a 's Manager High Court Pet May 

ay 

Quaek , Darlington, Engine Driver Stockton on 
Tees Pct Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Desye, Tuomas ALBERT, Kent, Decorator 
Rochester Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Doox, Henry Ricuarp, Mission, Nottingham, Farmer 

Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 16 

Eaps, Frepenick, 8t Martin’s le Grand Licensed Victal er 
High Court Pet Sept5 Ord Nov 16 

Dock, Glam, Blacksmith Cardiff 


Evans, Tuomas, 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 16 








Burn, Apam, Streatham Nov 27 at 11.30 24, Railway — WALTER Henry, Bexhill on . ’ 
app, London Bridge 30 County Court Offices, 24. Cambridge rd, Hastings (To be continned.) 
NOW READY. REEVES & TURNER, NOW READY. 
THE LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY 


1901. 


This old- established and important Annual i is now 
universally recognized as the most useful 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 


ever published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & ‘Ss Gd., | 


According to Diary Space and Binding ; and in the 5s., 6s., 
and 88. 64. Editions there will be the additional features | 
of a PAGED DIARY and an INDEX to same, and the 

8s. 6d. Edition is now arranged with each day’s Diary com- 
mencing on the left-hand side of the opening. 








Nearly Ready. 
THE LAW AND 
aii PRACTICE 


ESTATE 
DUTY. 


By A. W. SOWARD. 
in Gloth, 8s. net. 


WATERLOW & SONS, LIMITED, 


LONDON WALL, LONDON, 





Law Jovrnat Berorts, 1823 to 
ites, Magistrates’ Cases, 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 





00, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 





Now ready, price 3s. 6d. net. 


FIRST ELEMENTS of PROCEDURE. 


By T. BATY, Barrister-at-Law. 
““We would heartily recommend the book to the notice 
of all persons having to do with the of the 
legal curriculum of of ‘the Universities. It is admirably 


suited for insertion in the first year’s legal in instracti 
pics, “es Trish Law Times. 


Lonpon : EFFINGHAM WILSON, Roya. Excuanee. 


BOOKS FOR LAW STUDENTS. 











Price 20s. ; cash, post-free, 16s. 6d. 


eens, -g * PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE 
tters of and g to 
CONVEYANCING. 


INDERMAUR’S MANUAL OF EQUITY. 
4th Edition, Price 18s.; cash, post-free, 15s. 


Furnival Press: Gro. Banser, Furnival-street, Holborn. 
(Office of the Law Students’ Journal.) 





a@ SOME CHEAP REPORTS. ~“@ 
Law Reports (THe), 1876 to 1892, inclusive and complete ; 
141 vols., cloth (Statutes half-calf). £32. 
——, 1890 to 1897, inclusive and complete, with otetes; | 
62 vola., full calf. £26. 
1891 to 1006, inclusive and complete, with Statutes; 
“@. half-calf. £22." 





60 vols., calf and 
1865, complete, with 
&c., in about 100 35." | 

half-bound 


*,° ALL IN SOUND CONDITION. 
WiIzL.DEF & Somws, 


Lincouw’s-rsu Ancuway, Cansr-staset, Loxdox, W.C. 


LEGAL DIARY 
ALMANAC 


1901. 


CONTAINING 


Complete Legal Directory 
England and Wates. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 


Recognized everywhere as the Best and 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 





Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s., Gs., and 8s, 64., 
oneness t Diary Space. 


|WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM., 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.O. 
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j TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIC 
a, 2, OOo wears owe] SEE 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. nisiathes ie secon ped = ee 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 63° Chancery-lane. 


For Terms, &c., apply to M.B.— MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 


F. 8. D. HOGG. 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 18 


Medical Superintendent. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. Ms G:F he : selina: 








PARTH Ice ESO. 
eral Nt 


Saale a 
a CHANCED avi 


THE “CHANCERY.” 
Price 2/6 per gross. 


THE “LAW PEN.” 
Price 2/- per gross. 


| N EB R 1ET Y. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attendant: J. gt NEALE, M.B., | Every requisite andes the above Acts supplied on 
M.R.C.P. Lond. Principal : H. RILEY, ‘Assoc. Soc. shortest notice. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Fimo, Exesllent 


al and Medical References. For terms and particulars J mm 
aonly Mise RILEY. or the inaipal. e BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for 
onesies mers Saag Se SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, CHEQU 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS: a, , engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS de 2 
and executed. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, Solicitors’ Account Books 


8ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, ae 


gf 0.5 Guineas. Biliards, Tennis, Workshop, ac.” |  RIGHARD FLINT & CO., 


Apply to Resident Medical Superintendent, 
site E. NEALE, M.B., B.S. | Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agent 


. A 
ROYAL COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOUSE, Telegeame—* Henle, Highshot, Twickenham.” | 49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (ca 
of Serjeants’-inn). 


191 & 192, Fleet-street ; 1&2. siasanassitlt lane, ca, E.C. ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
—_—_—_—— | M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices PRICE FIVE SHILLINGS. 
ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the | ag ee <a on 2 ob- | 4 PRACTICAL HANDBOOK to the COMPANIES AG 
Weekly Reporter, witn Statutes, dated September | World. Oppositions 2 Opini ‘aud 8 hs ie FrancisJ.GReen, of the rmasthaasactes Barrister-at- 


24th. 1898; 6d. per copy will be paid for same at the Office, to el 
ms Chancery-lane, W.c pact 


: ‘BRAND & CO/’S "ALLEXANDER & SHEPHEAR 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


x 
BIRKBECK BANK, | SPECIALTIES i eeerrnne. ie 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. an e 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. For INVALI DS ParuiaMENTARY Bitis, Mixurzs or Evipeyoe, Booxs 





en 
—— THI [EMELE BEN | 
~ een LEM AN CERY Lae 





Samp!e Box, containing 2 doz., post-free, 7d, 


THE “TEMPLE.” 
Price 2/- per gross, 


Sample Box, containing 2 doz., post-free, 7a. 




















2 ‘| on the minimum monthly balances, 2 ‘| Prepared fen tinest ENGLISH MEATS RereRence, STATEMENTS OF CLAIM, ANSweERs, &0., & 
‘© when rot drawn below £100. fo) | BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZIN 
1° DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 10 ESSENCE OF BEEF, NEWSPAPERS, 

2} } on Deposits, repayable on demand. 2} I. B E E F TE A . | Amd all General and Commercial Wor 


7 E descripti Printing. 
pig Dee feats. MEAT JUICE, do.,| ‘7 semitone Poni 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, Of all Chemists and Grocers. Printers of 7HE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. and WEEKLY REPORT, 
BRAND & CO., LTD., RAYTAT, W., & MAYFAIR 
Telephone No. 5 Hotsorn. x. Ae 


” wo RES, VA . | 
ee a | 27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W- 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 








PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS, 
W. P. THOMPSON & CO., - a EE S’ S 
322, High Holborn, W.C. GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. | 
(and at Liverroo., Mancuester, and Brrminenan), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 


ane in all plate. BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 


AGCIDENTS OF ALI KINDS, 


RAILWAY ACCIDENTS, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, insured against. 
THEFT INSURANCE and FIDELITY BONDS granted by the 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CO.,, 


Established 1849, Claims paid, over £4,200,000. 
62, Cornhill, London. A. VIAN, Secretary. 8. FISHER, 188, Stran¢ 


Ae 


ROBATE VALUATION 
: SPROBA ails Bmh NK &s0 ons 

















are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
mend our Firm te Executors and others 
requiring Valuations. 


1 & 2 GRACECHURCH STREET, coe EC, and and 17 & 18, PICCADILL 
LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 








a 


